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FIGURE 2:  NO PATH OR SHOULDER ON BEAR 
VALLEY ROAD (facing east). The steep sandy hill 
next to the road forces people to walk or bike in the 
street or dirt.  Bicyclists and pedestrians are just 
feet or inches away from vehicular traffic traveling 
at 55 mph. 


FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL OVERVIEW: 
currently consists of a foot trampled path in the dirt with no facilities. Bear Valley Road consists of four 
lane with two lanes traveling in each direction - east and west. 
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FIGURE 3:  NO PATH OR SHOULDER ON BEAR 
VALLEY ROAD (facing west). The proposed Class I 
bike/ped path will provide separation from vehicle 
traffic identified in Countermeasure R37 (2015 Local 
Roadway Safety Manual). A crash Reduction Factor 
of 65-89%. 


FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL – SEGMENT 3.  No bike facilities or sidewalk on either 
side of Bear Valley Road. Bicycles and walkers ride in the street with no protection from motor vehicle 
traffic. 
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Parks and Recreation Master Plan  
Community Questionnaire  
Summary Memo  
 
 
 
  


 
 
INTRODUCTION  
In February, 2010, the Town of Apple Valley began updating its Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan. As part of this process, the planning team distributed a community 
questionnaire to help identify key issues, priorities, and needs for parks, recreation 
facilities, trails and programs. The questionnaire allowed residents of all ages, incomes, 
and backgrounds to participate directly in the planning process at their own 
convenience. A separate youth questionnaire was also available to better understand 
the needs of young residents.   
 
Between June 14 and July 16, 2010, the questionnaire was available in paper format at 
the Civic Center Park Aquatic Center, James Woody Community Center Gymnasium, 
Town Hall Recreation Center, and the Apple Valley Country Club. An on-line version 
was available on the Apple Valley website (www.applevalley.org). In total, 324 
responses were received, including 280 full responses and 44 partially completed 
responses. Of those, 287 responses were adults, and 37 were youth. 
 
This memo summarizes the key findings from the youth and adult questionnaires. 
Questionnaire results, including data tables for all questions and responses to open-
ended questions, are presented in appendices.  
 
KEY FINDINGS 
Questionnaire results helped identify valuable information for the planning process. A 
summary of key findings is noted in six categories: general, parks and facilities, 
recreation programs, recreation participation, maintenance and operations, and 
additional responses.  
 
General  


 According to adult respondents, the top benefits of parks and recreation are: 


o Improving health, wellness and fitness (24%) 


o Providing opportunities to enjoy nature/outdoors (22%) 


o Providing positive alternatives for youth (22%) 


o Making Apple Valley a more desirable place to live (19%)  


Apple Valley: Mojave Riverwalk South Page 46



Sandy

Highlight







Community Questionnaire Summary Memo 4


o Seasonal festivals, e.g., Fall Festival, Freedom Festival, Winter 
Wonderland (27%) 


o Special events, e.g., Apple Valley Idol, Sunset Concert Series and Mud 
Fest (19%) 


o Aquatic programs (15%) 


o Sports leagues (15%) 


o Classes and lessons (11%) 


 When asked to rate the quality of the Town’s recreation programs, the majority of 
adult respondents (57%) rated them as good or excellent, while only 7% indicated 
that Town programs are fair or poor.  


 The primary reasons that adult respondents do not participate in recreation 
programs or special events more frequently is due to inconvenient times/hours 
(15%), not knowing what’s available (11%) and not enough variety (9%). Many 
open-ended responses also note a lack of quality facilities to support programming.  


 According to responses in the youth questionnaire, youth would feel comfortable 
attending recreation programs in a variety of different venues, such as a 
community/recreation center (24%), in parks (21%), at a teen center (19%), or at 
school (18%). 


 
Recreation Participation 


 Table 1 notes the frequency in which adult respondents have participated in various 
recreation activities. It also ranks the types of activities respondents would most like 
to do if they had unlimited time and resources (preferred rank). The final column 
notes latent demand—the difference between what residents want to do and what 
they are currently doing. 


 As noted in the table, the five most popular recreation activities (ranked) are: 


1. Walking for pleasure 


2. Exercising/Aerobics 


3. Swimming (pool) 


4. Bicycling 


5. Dog Walking/Dog Parks 


 Adults are out walking on average three times a month and nearly 38 times a year. 
Walking engages a wide variety of people. 


 Four of the top five activities can support health, wellness, and fitness, which was 
noted as the top benefit of parks and recreation in the adult questionnaire. 


 If adult questionnaire respondents had unlimited time and resources, the five most 
popular activities they would engage in include (in ranked order): 


1. Walking for pleasure  


2. Fairs, Festivals and Special Events 


3. Swimming (pool) 
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4. Bicycling  


5. Dog Walking/Dog Parks 


 
Table 1: Recreation Participation Ranked by Frequency (Adult Questionnaire) 


Rank Results 
 Annual 
Average 


 Monthly 
Average 


Preferred 
Rank 


Latent 
Demand


1 Walking for Pleasure  37.58 2.94 1 0


2 Exercising/Aerobics  27.51 2.21 6 -4


3 Swimming (pool)  25.85 2.02 3 0


4 Bicycling  19.95 1.53 4 0


5 Dog Walking/Dog Parks  18.61 1.42 5 0


6 Gardening  17.72 1.38 11 -5


7 Jogging/Running  15.5 1.2 13 -6


8 Sports Events (attend)  11.99 0.88 19 -11


9 Playground (visit/play)  13.15 0.88 9 0


10 Baseball/Softball  10.15 0.79 12 -2


11 Basketball  9 0.69 20 -9


12 Soccer  8.98 0.68 15 -3


13 Arts & Crafts  9.17 0.67 8 5


14 Volunteer Activities  8.86 0.63 18 -4


15 
Fairs, Festivals, and Special 
Events  


9.52 0.55 2 13


16 Drama/dance/music (participate)  6.6 0.49 14 2


17 Other:  5.72 0.45 30 -13


18 Picnicking  7.65 0.44 7 11


19 BMX Freestyle  4.9 0.39 23 -4


20 Golf  4.86 0.34 16 4


21 Football  3.6 0.26 25 -4


22 Horseback Riding  3.21 0.24 16 6


23 BMX Racing  2.68 0.21 27 -4


24 Skateboarding  2.22 0.16 28 -4


25 Tennis  1.98 0.11 21 4


26 Horseback (equestrian events)  1.62 0.11 24 2


27 Camping (tent)  2.58 0.1 10 17


28 Horseshoes  1.54 0.08 29 -1


29 Disc Golf  0.91 0.06 25 4


30 Volleyball  1.15 0.05 21 9


 


 While the Town’s special events and festivals are already highly popular, people 
would attend more frequently if they had the time and resources. 


 Latent demand is the disparity between actual participation and desired or preferred 
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ES.2.1 Goals 
 
The infrastructure improvements and programs recommended in San Bernardino County for the 
NMTP will be shaped by the Plan’s goals and policies. Goals provide the context for the specific 
policies discussed in the NMTP. The goals provide the long-term vision and s erve as the 
foundation of the Plan. Goals are broad statements of purpose, while policies identify specific 
initiatives and provide implementation direction on elements of the Plan. 
 
The following represent the goals of the NMTP: 
 


1. Increased bicycle and pedestrian access - Expand bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
access within and bet ween neighborhoods, to employment centers, shopping areas, 
schools, and recreational sites. 


 
2. Increased travel by cycling and walking - Make the bicycle and walking an integral part 


of daily life in San Bernardino County, particularly (for bicycle) for trips of less than five 
miles, by implementing and m aintaining a bi keway network, providing end-of-trip 
facilities, improving bicycle/transit integration, encouraging bicycle use, and m aking 
bicycling safer and more convenient.  


 
3. Routine accommodation in transportation and land use planning - Routinely consider 


bicyclists and pedestrians in the planning and design of land development, roadway, 
transit, and ot her transportation facilities, as appropriate to the context of each facility 
and its surroundings. 


 
4. Improved bicycle and p edestrian safety - Encourage local and s tatewide policies and 


practices that improve bicycle and pedestrian safety.  


ES.2.2 Policies 
 
A set of policy recommendations was approved the SANBAG Plans and Programs Committee 
in October 2009 and reconfirmed in February 2011.  The policies are as follows:  
 


1. Local jurisdictions are the agencies responsible for the identification of non-motorized 
transportation projects within their jurisdiction for inclusion into the Plan. SANBAG shall 
only serve in an advisory capacity with respect to the identification of projects on t he 
regional network. SANBAG shall provide advice on t he inclusion of projects that may 
serve to better establish connectivity between jurisdictions, intermodal facilities and 
regional activity centers. However, local jurisdictions have sole authority over all projects 
included in the Plan 


 
2. Local jurisdictions are also responsible for implementation of the projects included in the 


NMTP. SANBAG may provide advisory support to jurisdictions in the project 
development process on request. Should SANBAG be requested to provide assistance 
delivering a pr oject in the Plan, such instances should be limited to development of 
regional non-motorized transportation facilities that provide connectivity to more than 
one jurisdiction or complete gaps within the regional non-motorized transportation 
network or serve to provide better access to transit facilities. 
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3. SANBAG shall, when feasible, support local education and safety efforts currently being 
implemented through local law enforcement, highway patrol, Caltrans and schools to 
better educate children and adults on the safe use of bicycles and to promote the non-
motorized transportation system. 


 
4. SANBAG shall prepare and update the comprehensive map identifying the County’s 


non-motorized transportation system using its in-house GIS capabilities. Maintenance of 
the maps is also an important element of SANBAG’s proposed 511 Traveler Information 
System. 


 
5. SANBAG shall work with its member agencies to develop a regional way-finding system 


to assist travelers to identify the non-motorized transportation system. Any such system 
developed shall be de veloped  i n collaboration with local jurisdictions, will afford an 
opportunity for member agency customization, and promote connectivity to transit 
facilities, park and ride lots, and other regional activity centers. 


 
6. SANBAG shall work with and encourage member agencies to incorporate non-motorized 


transportation facilities into general and specific plans as well as provide assistance in 
identifying design standards that provide for pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly access to 
transit facilities. 


 
7. SANBAG shall use the NMTP as one c omponent of the overall strategy to reduce 


greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to SB 375. 
 


8. SANBAG shall work with and encourage transit operators to provide end-of-trip 
pedestrian and bi cycle-serving facilities, such as bike lockers, racks, and capacity on 
transit vehicles to carry bicycles and bet ter facilitate the integration and us e of non-
motorized transportation within the regional transportation system. 


 
9. SANBAG shall use this plan as the basis to allocate state, federal, and local funds for 


delivery of non-motorized transportation improvements. Fund types may include, but are 
not limited to, federal Transportation Enhancement (TE), Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ), state Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA), and Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) Article 3 funds. 


 
10. SANBAG shall work with member agencies to coordinate delivery of the NMTP and 


projects contained in the Nexus Study.  
 


11. SANBAG shall work with member agencies to identify state/federal bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure or planning grant opportunities. When funding opportunities 
arise, SANBAG shall work to support local jurisdiction grant applications or collaborate 
with local jurisdictions to directly submit grant applications for projects in the Plan. 


 
12. SANBAG and member agencies shall conduct regular bicycle and pedestrian counts to 


monitor the effects of implementation of the NMTP. SANBAG shall work to identify 
funding for the monitoring of Class I, separated shared-use facilities, so that no financial 
impact is borne by the local jurisdictions for collection of count information. Counts 
conducted on Class II and Class III, on-street bicycle facilities, shall correspond with 
counting for intersections that are both on the non-motorized network and require CMP 
Monitoring as outlined in the Congestion Management Program. When counts for non-
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Montclair and Upland border Los Angeles County and thus are close to University of La Verne and 
the Claremont Colleges.  
 
Numerous institutions of healthcare are situated in the Valley, such as Loma Linda University 
Hospital, Arrowhead Regional Medical Center in Colton, Kaiser in Fontana and O ntario, Redlands 
Community Hospital, St. Bernadine’s in San Bernardino, and San Antonio in Upland. These serve as 
major employment centers as well. 
 
The Valley has an established transportation infrastructure that is complementary to the goals of the 
NMTP.  F or commuters, Metrolink provides regular train service to Downtown Los Angeles each 
weekday with some weekend service as well. The San Bernardino Line has stops in Montclair, 
Upland, Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, Rialto, and San Bernardino. The Riverside Line primarily 
serves Riverside County, but also stops in Ontario. The Inland Empire-Orange County Line takes 
workers into Orange County via San Bernardino and c ities in Riverside County. Most Metrolink 
stations serve as transit centers, providing benefits to commuters such as park-and-ride lots and 
transfers to local bus routes.  The station at Montclair has ample parking and a ffords access to 
several Foothill Transit and O mniTrans bus lines. A planned transit center in Downtown San 
Bernardino will link the future Redlands light rail line with Metrolink and a new north-south bus rapid 
transit (BRT) line. 
 
OmniTrans is the local transit operator for the San Bernardino Valley, providing bus service 
throughout the jurisdictions and also into parts of Los Angeles and Riverside counties. The L ong 
Range Transit Plan delineates an extensive future bus rapid transit system in the Valley. The E Street 
sbX line will run from California State University – San Bernardino south into downtown San 
Bernardino, and Loma Linda, with termination near the University of Redlands. Other routes 
throughout the Valley are being considered as well. Foothill Transit is the operator of bus service in 
the eastern portion of Los Angeles County (primarily the San Gabriel Valley) with some lines going 
into San Bernardino County. 
 
While LA/Ontario International Airport is the primary airport for the Inland Empire, San Bernardino 
International Airport (SBD) is expected to provide passenger service at some point in the future. 
Currently SBD serves major freight airlines as well as firefighting duties for the United State Forest 
Service. Cable Airport, Chino Airport, and R edlands Municipal Airport are general aviation airports 
also located in the San Bernardino Valley. 
 


2.1.2 Victor Valley and Barstow 
 
Victor Valley and the Barstow area are located north of the San Bernardino Valley and connected to it 
by I-15 through the Cajon Pass,. Although less urban than the cities to the south, the jurisdictions of 
the Victor Valley have seen much development since the turn of the century. The Victor Valley 
subarea contains the cities of Adelanto, Hesperia, Victorville, and the Town of Apple Valley.  Figures 
2-3 and 2-4 provide mapping for the Victor Valley and Barstow areas, respectively. 
 
Although not as developed as the San Bernardino Valley, the Victor Valley has a number of locations 
for shopping such as the Victorville Mall, Village Center, and t he Victor Plaza Shopping Center. 
Barstow has a cluster of outlet shopping centers designed principally for the passing traveler on I-15, 
along with more local use stores in its downtown. The Marine Corps Logistics Base and Burlington 
Northern/Santa Fe r ailroad facilities are major employment locations.  V ictor Valley College and 
Barstow Community College are major educational institutions located in Victorville and B arstow, 
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recreation and outdoor activities.  The area is also home to a satellite campus of Palo Verde 
Community College in Needles.  Figure 2-7 provides mapping for the Colorado River Basin subarea. 
 
Needles Area Transit provides public transportation to Needles and surrounding communities. 
The Chemehuevi Valley Airport is a general aviation airport located approximately eighteen miles 
south of Needles. 


2.2 Goals 
 
The infrastructure improvements and programs recommended in the San Bernardino County for the 
NMTP will be s haped by the Plan’s goals and pol icies. Goals provide the context for the specific 
policies discussed in the NMTP. The goals provide the long-term vision and serve as the foundation 
of the Plan. Goals are broad statements of purpose, while policies identify specific initiatives and 
provide implementation direction on elements of the Plan. 
 
The following represent the goals of the NMTP: 
 


1. Increased bicycle and pedestrian access - Expand bicycle and pedestrian facilities and access 
within and bet ween neighborhoods, to employment centers, shopping areas, schools, and 
recreational sites. 


 
2. Increased travel by cycling and walking - Make the bicycle and walking an integral part of daily 


life in San Bernardino County, particularly (for bicycle) for trips of less than five miles, by 
implementing and maintaining a bikeway network, providing end-of-trip facilities, improving 
bicycle/transit integration, encouraging bicycle use, and making bicycling safer and m ore 
convenient.  


 
3. Routine accommodation in transportation and land use planning - Routinely consider bicyclists 


and pedestrians in the planning and design of land development, roadway, transit, and other 
transportation facilities, as appropriate to the context of each facility and its surroundings. 


 
4. Improved bicycle and pedestrian safety - Encourage local and statewide policies and practices 


that improve bicycle and pedestrian safety.  


2.3 Policies 
 
A set of policy recommendations was approved the SANBAG Plans and Programs Committee in 
October 2009 and reconfirmed in February 2011.  The policies are as follows:  
 


1. Local jurisdictions are the agencies responsible for the identification of non-motorized 
transportation projects within their jurisdiction for inclusion into the Plan. SANBAG shall only 
serve in an ad visory capacity with respect to the identification of projects on t he regional 
network. SANBAG shall provide advice on the inclusion of projects that may serve to better 
establish connectivity between jurisdictions, intermodal facilities and regional activity centers. 
However, local jurisdictions have sole authority over all projects included in the Plan 


 
2. Local jurisdictions are also responsible for implementation of the projects included in the 


NMTP. SANBAG may provide advisory support to jurisdictions in the project development 
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to represent the entire population.  Statistics for the unincorporated areas of the County are not 
included.    
 
The table shows that the percentage of commute trips by bicycle is very low, only 0.4% overall.  
Only the City of Big Bear Lake had a percentage of greater than 1%.  The cities with the highest 
percentages in the Valley were Chino, Loma Linda, and Redlands.   
 
 


Table 3-1.  City-level Percentage of Daily Commuter Trips by Bicycle 
(Source:  American Community Survey, 2006-2009) 


 


CITY 
TOTAL 


COMMUTE 
TRIPS 


% TRIPS 
BY 


BICYCLE 
Adelanto 4,650 0.86% 


Apple Valley  19,360 0.05% 


Barstow  7,880 0.32% 


Big Bear Lake  2,365 1.06% 


Chino  26,470 0.81% 


Chino Hills  31,770 0.17% 


Colton  18,355 0.27% 


Fontana  46,235 0.21% 


Grand Terrace  5,790 0.43% 


Hesperia  21,960 0.39% 


Highland  16,595 0.30% 


Loma Linda  8,090 0.80% 


Montclair  12,250 0.65% 


Needles  1,650 0.61% 


Ontario  60,920 0.61% 


Rancho Cucamonga  60,635 0.21% 


Redlands  29,335 0.84% 


Rialto  31,540 0.17% 


San Bernardino  60,600 0.50% 


Twentynine Palms  6,180 0.65% 


Upland  31,570 0.25% 


Victorville  22,025 0.45% 


Yucaipa  1,7035 0.23% 


Yucca Valley  5,735 0.00% 


TOTAL 548,995 0.40% 
 
Selected California cities were also analyzed as a basis of comparison against statistics for 
cities in San Bernardino County.  For example, Santa Barbara has one of the higher rates at 
3.1% of commuting trips by bicycle.  This might be thought of as an aggressive goal for some of 
the cities in San Bernardino County such as Redlands and Loma Linda, each of which has a 
college/university as a major focal point.  Davis, California, which has an ex traordinary 
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1. Improving pedestrian access to transit; 


 
2. Removing existing barriers to pedestrian travel; 


 
3. Development of regional trails and pathways which provide improved pedestrian access 


to destinations; 
 


4. Improvement of the pedestrian environment on major regional arterials and at regional 
activity centers. 


 
Table 4-1.  City-level Percentage of Daily Commuter Trips by Walking 


(Source:  American Community Survey, 2006-2009) 
 


CITY 
TOTAL 


COMMUTE 
TRIPS 


% TRIPS 
BY 


WALKING 
Adelanto 4,650 1.6% 


Apple Valley  19,360 0.8% 


Barstow  7,880 2.7% 


Big Bear Lake  2,365 7.0% 


Chino  26,470 1.4% 


Chino Hills  31,770 0.3% 


Colton  18,355 1.0% 


Fontana  46,235 0.6% 


Grand Terrace  5,790 0.2% 


Hesperia  21,960 0.2% 


Highland  16,595 0.5% 


Loma Linda  8,090 2.3% 


Montclair  12,250 1.2% 


Needles  1,650 4.2% 


Ontario  60,920 0.8% 


Rancho Cucamonga  60,635 0.6% 


Redlands  29,335 1.7% 


Rialto  31,540 0.9% 


San Bernardino  60,600 1.4% 


Twentynine Palms  6,180 1.2% 


Upland  31,570 1.0% 


Victorville  22,025 0.3% 


Yucaipa  1,7035 0.6% 


Yucca Valley  5,735 1.0% 


TOTAL 548,995  0.9% 
 
 



Sandy

Highlight



Sandy

Highlight



Sandy

Highlight







San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan – Chapter 4 


 


4-4 


4.2.2 Preventing and Eliminating Barriers to Pedestrian Travel 
 
Planning for improved pedestrian access is relatively simple, but often overlooked.  One needs 
to simply think about the directions/destinations from/to which people are walking and determine 
how to accommodate those paths.  This is best done at the “prevention stage” through good site 
planning, to include both internal and ex ternal pedestrian circulation.  It is more difficult and 
costly to eliminate barriers once they are there. 
 
But the stage can be s et with some overarching principles and g uidelines.  T he document 
PEDSAFE: Pedestrian Safety Guide and Countermeasure Selection System (Federal Highway 
Administration report FHWA-SA-04-003, September 2004) provides many examples of 
pedestrian design treatments suitable for use throughout San Bernardino County.  C hapter 
headings include: 
 


• Pedestrian Facility Design: Sidewalks and Walkways, Curb Ramps 
 


• Roadway Design: Bicycle Lanes, Roadway Narrowing, Lane Reduction 
 


• Intersection Design: Roundabouts, Intersection Median Barriers 
 


• Traffic Calming: Curb Extensions, Chicanes, Speed Tables 
 
Information on PEDSAFE may be found at the following link: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/research/deployment/pedsafe.cfm 
 


4.2.3  Development of Regional Trails and Pathways 
 
From the pedestrian perspective, the development of trails and pat hways can provide an 
important supplement to other local efforts and systems to improve pedestrian facilities.  Such 
facilities, to have a significant pedestrian benefit, must connect numerous destinations and trip 
origins within reasonable walking distance, provide a unique access not afforded by other street 
and sidewalk systems and should be a m ore pleasant and s afer place to walk than other 
existing alternatives. 
 
Many trails utilize existing corridors such as abandoned rail lines, power corridors, pipelines and 
even limited access rights of way.  Other communities have built smaller walkways through 
downtown areas through dedication of a narrow strip easement on one property edge, allowing 
development of a pa thway system to occur over time as properties develop in a bus iness 
district. 
 


4.2.4  Providing a Better Pedestrian Environment on Major Regional 
Arterials and at Activity Centers 
 
Clearly, a number of strong regional and local interests converge at locations with high activity, 
whether the activity is in the form of auto traffic, pedestrians, or where many business and 
employers locate.  Fr om the regional perspective, the improvement of these corridors and 
districts can assist transit agencies, business development districts and traditional downtowns. 
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Town of Apple Valley 
 
Population  


70,436 


Town Overview 


The Town of Apple Valley is located in the heart of the Victor Valley in the County of San 
Bernardino.  As one of the municipalities comprising the "High Desert," Apple Valley is 
located 95 miles northeast of the Los Angeles metropolitan area, 140 miles north of 
San Diego, and 185  miles south of Las Vegas. The Town has 78 s quare miles in its 
incorporated boundaries, and a sphere of influence encompassing 200 square miles.  
Clean air, the backbone to a robust non-motorized network, and open s paces permits 
Apple Valley to be an oppor tune area to reach destinations by means other than the 
automobile. 


Land Use 


The map on page 5-9 shows the current and f uture land use patterns in the Town of 
Apple Valley.  The land use types in Apple Valley are all related to a single, over-arching 
concept: that Apple Valley’s quality of life is tied to its rural character, and t hat this 
character is to be preserved and protected for the long term health of the community. 
In Apple Valley “rural” means space — unscarred mountains and v istas of desert 
valleys, neighborhoods of large lots where keeping horses is allowed, an extensive 
multi-use trail system, and landscaping consistent with the desert environment. 


Existing Conditions: 


Three types of bicycle lanes exist within the Town of Apple Valley.  Existing bicycle lanes 
(Class II facilities) are used to promote greater connectivity and access throughout the 
community, and encourage non-motorized modes of travel. Bicycles lanes in Town are 
also designed to connect to regional bikeways (Class I facilities).  Currently, 10.8 miles 
of Class I, and 22.2 miles of Class II facilities are part of the Town’s existing circulation 
system.
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Figure 5.3 
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Figure 5.4 
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Table 5.5: 
 


Apple Valley Existing Conditions 
 


Street/Path From To Class 
Length 


(mi.) 
Cost Estimate 


Apple Valley Rd. Jess Ranch Pkwy. Verbena St. II 1.77 $88,500 
Apple Valley Rd. Ohna Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. II 4.27 $213,500 
Apple Valley Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. Bear Valley Rd. I 2.01 $2,010,000 
Bear Valley Rd. Mojave River Apple Valley Rd. I 0.70 $700,000 
Corwin Rd. SR-18 Waalew Rd. II 2.78 $139,000 
Dale Evans Pkwy. Otoe Rd. SR-18 II 1.67 $83,500 
Dale Evans Pkwy. Waalew Rd. Otoe Rd. II 0.89 $44,500 
Kiowa Ave. Yucca Loma Rd. Bear Valley Rd. II 2.02 $101,000 
Mesquite Rd. Lucilla Rd. Ottawa Rd. I 0.21 $210,000 
Navajo Rd. SR-18 Tussing Ranch Rd. I 4.00 $4,000,000 
Navajo Rd. Waalew Rd. SR-18 II 3.90 $195,000 
Pah-Ute Rd. Kiowa Ave. Navajo Rd. II 1.01 $50,500 
Thunderbird Rd. Rancherias Rd. Central Rd. II 3.03 $151,500 
Tussing Ranch Rd. Navajo Rd. Cochiti Rd. I 0.29 $290,000 
Waalew Rd. Corwin Rd. Dale Evans Pkwy. II 0.82 $41,000 
Yucca Loma Rd. Mojave River Algonquin Rd. I 3.60 $3,600,000 


      Total 32.97 $11,918,000 


 


Growth/Past investment in system 


Since the San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan was first prepared 
in 2001, the Town of Apple Valley has constructed 10.81 miles of Class I and 22 .16 
miles of Class II facilities at a rate of 2.7 miles per year.  


Past Investment in Non-Motorized Infrastructure 


The improvements included in Table 5.5 above constitute a s ignificant investment into 
the non-motorized transportation infrastructure of Apple Valley.  Based on planning level 
estimates, the value of the improvements implemented throughout the Town is 
$11,918,000. 


Proposed Improvements 


Future improvements to the non-motorized network for the Town of Apple Valley will 
continue along the major transportation corridors throughout the Town.  A ll proposed 
future improvements are included in Table 5.6 below.  The total of the future investment 
proposed in Apple Valley non-motorized infrastructure is estimated to be $49,234,750. 
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Table 5.6: 
 


Apple Valley Proposed Improvements 
 


Street/Path From To Class 
Length 


(mi.) 
Cost 


Estimate 


Alembic St. Norco St. Falchion Rd. II 0.50 $25,000 
Alembic St. Stoddard Wells Rd. Norco St. I 1.06 $1,060,000 
Apple Valley Rd. Bear Valley Rd. Jess Ranch Pkwy. II 0.74 $37,000 
Apple Valley Rd. Falchion Rd. Ohna Rd. I 1.49 $1,490,000 
Bear Valley Rd. Central Rd. Joshua Rd. II 1.00 $50,000 
Bear Valley Rd.  W City Limit Central Rd. I 3.98 $3,980,000 
Central Rd. Bear Valley Rd. Mojave St. II 2.62 $131,000 
Central Rd. Stoddard Wells Rd. Waalew Rd. II 5.08 $254,000 
Central Rd. Waalew Rd. Bear Valley Rd. I 6.26 $6,260,000 
Choco Rd. Saugus Rd. Norco St. II 0.55 $27,500 
Choco Rd. Seneca Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. III 1.00 $15,000 
Choco Rd. Waalew Rd. Corwin Rd. II 0.42 $21,000 
Corwin Rd. Choco Rd. Dakota Rd. I 2.50 $2,500,000 
Dakota Rd. Fresno Rd. Corwin Rd. I 0.34 $340,000 
Dale Evans Pkwy. Corwin Rd. Waalew Rd. I 0.55 $550,000 
Dale Evans Pkwy. Fresno Rd. Corwin Rd. II 0.72 $36,000 
Dale Evans Pkwy. Outer I-15 S Fresno Rd. I 4.99 $4,990,000 
Deep Creek Rd. Sitting Bull Rd. Tussing Ranch Rd. II 3.00 $150,000 
Del Oro Rd. Apple Valley Rd. Denison Rd. II 4.09 $204,500 
Esaws Ave. Central Rd. Joshua Rd. I 1.00 $1,000,000 
Falchion Rd. Outer I-15 S Norco St. I 2.84 $2,840,000 
Fresno Rd. Dachshund Ave. Navajo Rd. II 0.50 $25,000 
Fresno Rd. Dale Evans Pkwy. Dachshund Ave. I 0.51 $510,000 
Havasu Rd. Seneca Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. III 1.09 $16,350 
Highway 18. W. Town Limit Apple Valley Rd. II 0.82 $41,000 
Kiowa Rd. Bear Valley Rd. Ocotillo Way II 2.99 $149,500 
Lafayette St. Dale Evans Pkwy. Central Rd. II 2.02 $101,000 
Mandan Rd. Hwy 18 Apple Valley Rd. II 1.29 $64,500 
Mesquite Rd. Lucilla Rd. Bear Valley Rd. II 1.29 $64,500 
Mesquite Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. Ottawa Rd. II 0.50 $25,000 
Mohawk Rd. Bear Valley Rd. Tussing Ranch Rd. III 1.99 $29,850 
Navajo Rd. Lafayette St. Fresno Rd. II 1.27 $63,500 
Navajo Rd. Tussing Ranch Rd. Ocotillo Way II 1.00 $50,000 
Nisqually Rd. Maumee Rd. Mesquite Rd. I 1.17 $1,170,000 
Nisqually Rd. Navajo Rd. Maumee Rd. II  0.33 $16,500 
Norco St. Outer I-15 S Dale Evans Pkwy. I  3.55 $3,550,000 
Ocotilla Rd. Thunderbird Rd. Yucca Loma Rd. I 2.00 $2,000,000 
Ocotillo Way Kiowa Rd. Navajo Rd. II 1.00 $50,000 
Otoe Rd. Dale Evans Pkwy. Navajo Rd. III  1.01 $15,150 
Outer Hwy 18 N Apple Valley Rd. Tao Rd. II  1.23 $61,500 
Outer Hwy 18 S Navajo Rd. Joshua Rd. II 2.00 $100,000 
Outer Hwy 18 S Tao Rd. Mandan Rd. II 1.61 $80,800 
Outer I-15 S Stoddard Wells Rd. Norco St. II  2.15 $107,500 
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Municipal Code 


The Town of Apple Valley Municipal Code provides minimal requirements and direction 
for the incorporation of non-motorized facilities in new development.   Nevertheless, to 
encourage the use and provide for the opportunity of non-motorized transportation,  the 
Town’s Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations may require bicycle parking for such 
uses as fast-food restaurants, theaters, shopping centers, schools, etc. or as determined 
by the Planning Division.  A rack or other secure devices for the purposes of storing and 
protecting bicycles from theft is required.   


General Plan Goals and Policies 


The Town’s General Plan Circulation Element identifies goals and policies that relates to 
facilitating the use of non-motorized transportation. 


Policy 1.J 
The Town shall implement a coordinated and connected bicycle lane network 
consistent with the Bicycle Lane Map in this Element. 
 
Program 1.J.1 
New development proposals shall be r equired to construct bicycle lanes 
consistent with this Element in conjunction with off-site improvements. 
 
Program 1.J.2 
The Town shall inventory bicycle lane deficiencies within the existing roadway 
system, and include improvements to make these improvements consistent with 
this Element in the Capital Improvement Program. 
 
Policy 1.K 
The Town shall provide for a comprehensive, interconnected recreational trails 
system suitable for bicycles, equestrians and/or pedestrians. 
 
Program 1.K.1 
The Town shall evaluate the practicality of utilizing flood control channels for 
multi-use trails, where flooding and safety issues can be accommodated, and 
negotiate inter-agency agreements for this purpose. 
 
Program 1.K.2 
New development proposals shall be required to construct recreational trails 
consistent with this Element in conjunction with off-site improvements. 


 


The Town’s General Plan Park and Recreation Element also identifies goals and policies 
that relate to facilitating the use of non-motorized transportation. 


Goal 2 


Expansion and f urther development of an i ntegrated and c omprehensive 
bikeway, walking paths and t rails system that includes effective signage and 
supporting facilities to encourage use. 
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Safety and Education Programs 


The Town of Apple Valley holds an annual safety fair and bike rodeo, geared to K - 5th 
grades which promotes bicycle safety. Also, the promotion of bike use is part of the 
Town’s Healthy Apple Valley program. 
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City of Victorville 
 
Population 
 
116,857 
 
City Overview 
 
Incorporated as a general law city in September 21, 1962, Victorville began its transition 
to a modern day community in about 1885, known then as the “Town of Victor” after 
Jacob Nash Victor, a c onstruction superintendent for the California Southern Railroad 
(Santa Fe Railroad).   
 
The City of Victorville is located in southwestern San Bernardino County, in the 
geographic sub-region of the southwestern Mojave Desert known as the Victor Valley 
and commonly referred to as the "High Desert" due to its approximate elevation of 2,900 
feet above sea level. The Victor Valley is separated from other urbanized areas in 
Southern California by the San Bernardino and San Gabriel mountains. 
 
Land Use 
 
The City’s general plan provides for a wide variety of residential land use designations 
which provides a broad range of dwelling unit densities and allows for a diversity of 
housing unit types.  Residential designations include: Very Low Residential, Low Density 
Residential, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Mixed Density, and 
Mixed-Use Density. 
 
The City of Victorville has historically been and continues to be the primary commerce 
center of the Victor Valley. The City’s general plan provides for a w ide variety of 
businesses to locate or expand in the City.  Designated business categories include both 
commercial and industrial, and consist of the following: Commercial, Office Professional, 
Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial. The Mixed-Use High Density designation allows for 
business components, including retail, office and civic. 
 
The map on the next page shows the General Plan land use designations for the City of 
Victorville.   
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Existing Conditions: 


The City of Victorville has constructed one dem onstration segment of the Mojave 
Riverwalk Class I facility.  The City is also in the process of the preparing the 
environmental document for the remainder of the project.  Ultimately, the Riverwalk will 
connect northern Victorville to the Victor Valley Community College when completed.   


In addition to the work on Mojave Riverwalk, the City prepared a focused non-motorized 
plan, which was adopted by the City Council in June 2010. 


Table 5.101: 
 


Victorville Existing Conditions 


Street/Path From To Class 
Length  


(mi.) 
Cost  


Estimate 


Mojave Riverwalk I-15 6th St. I 0.83 $830,000 


   
Total 0.83 $830,000 


 


Growth/Past investment in system 


Since the San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan was first prepared 
in 2001, the City of Victorville has constructed 0.83 miles of Class I facilities at a rate of 
0.09 miles per year.  


Past Investment in Non-Motorized Infrastructure 


The improvements included in Table 5.101 above constitutes a significant investment 
into the non-motorized transportation infrastructure of Victorville.  B ased on pl anning 
level estimates, the value of the improvements implemented throughout the City is 
$830,000. 


Proposed Improvements 


Future improvements to the non-motorized network for the City of Victorville will continue 
along the major transportation corridors throughout the City.  A ll future improvements 
focus on further development of additional Class II facilities.  A  table of future 
improvements is included in Table 5.102 below.  When complete, the City will have 
constructed an additional 20.6 miles of Class I and 73.03 miles of Class II and Class III, 
providing additional internal connectivity to the residents of Victorville and increased 
connectivity to communities in the High Desert. 
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Table 5.102: 
 


Victorville Proposed Improvements 
 


Street/Path From To Class 
Length  


(mi.) 
Cost  


Estimate 


7th St. D St. Palmdale Rd. II 2.46 $123,000 
Air Expressway Adelanto Rd. National Trails Hwy. II 4.82 $241,000 
Amargosa Rd. Mojave Dr. Mesa St. II 6.12 $306,000 
Amethyst Rd. Mojave Dr. La Mesa Dr. II 3.00 $150,000 
Bear Valley Rd. Highway 395 Mojave River II 8.28 $414,000 
Center St. 7th St. Verde St. II 0.36 $18,300 
El Evado Rd. La Brisa Rd. La Mesa Rd. II 0.08 $4,000 
El Evado Rd. Palmade Rd. Anacapa Rd. II 0.12 $6,000 
George Blvd. Air Expressway Nevada Ave. II 0.59 $29,500 
Green Tree Blvd. 7th St. Hesperia Rd. II 1.84 $92,000 
Hesperia Rd. D St. Forest Ave. II 0.31 $15,600 
Hesperia Rd Green Tree Blvd. Bear Valley Rd. II 2.07 $103,650 
Highway 18 6th St. E City Limit II 0.63 $31,500 
Highway 395 Holly Rd/Hopland St. Mesa St. II 6.52 $326,000 
La Mesa Rd. Highway 395 Amargosa Rd. II 3.62 $181,400 
Mariposa Rd. Bear Valley Rd. Palmdale Rd. II 2.91 $145,500 
Mesa St. Highway 395 Amargosa Rd. III 2.05 $30,750 
Mojave Dr. 7th St. Victor St. II 0.44 $22,400 
Mojave Dr. Highway 395 7th St. II 5.66 $84,900 
Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase I 


Park Rd. (including 
Mojave Narrows) 


Bear Valley Rd. I 3.9 $3,900,000 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


4th St. Mojave River Levee I 0.13 $140,000 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


Forest Ave. Park Rd. II 3.74 $187,050 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


National Trails Hwy. Hesperia Rd. III .68 $10,250 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase III 


6th St. Mojave Narrows Park I 2.17 $2,179,300 


National Trails Hwy. Walton Rd. 4th St. II 4.58 $229,200 
Palmdale Rd. Highway 395 7th St. II 4.57 $68,550 
Power Line Easement California Aqueduct Air Expressway I 9.60 $9,600,000 
Ridgecrest Rd. Yates Rd. Bear Valley Rd. II 2.26 $33,900 
Seneca Rd. Hesperia Rd. BNSF Railroad III 1.02 $15,300 
Spring Valley Pkwy. Bear Valley Rd. Huerta Rd. II 0.36 $5,400 
Stoddard Wells Rd. Highway 18 Dante St. I 2.14 $2,140,000 
Stoddard Wells Rd. Outer I-15 S Dante St. I 2.61 $2,610,000 
Verde St. Mojave Dr. Center St. II 0.12 $6,300 
Victor St. 7th St. Mojave Dr. II  0.43 $21,800 
Village Dr. Air Expressway Mojave Dr. II 3.39 $50,850 


   


Total 93.58 $23,523,400 
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Table 5.103: 
 


Priority Improvements 
 


Street/Path From To Class 
Length  


(mi.) 
Cost  


Estimate 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase I 


Park Rd. (including 
Mojave Narrows) 


Bear Valley Rd. I 3.9 $3,900,000 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


4th St. Mojave River Levee I 0.13 $140,000 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


Forest Ave. Park Rd. II 3.74 $187,050 


Mojave Riverwalk – 
Phase II 


National Trails Hwy. Hesperia Rd. III .68 $10,250 


   
Total 8.45 $4,237,300 


 
The priority bicycle improvement for the City of Victorville is the Mojave Riverwalk.  
When finished, the Mojave Riverwalk will provide a c ontinuous Class I bikeway 
connecting north Victorville to the Victor Valley Community College. 
 
Municipal Code 


The municipal code for the City of Victorville does not currently include the mandatory 
requirement for the inclusion of non-motorized serving infrastructure as part of the site 
design process. 
 
End of Trip Facilities 


The City of Victorville has bike racks dispersed throughout the City, typically at retail 
centers, schools and multi-unit housing complexes. 
 
Multimodal Connectivity 


The City of Victorville has the following multimodal facilities that interface with the non-
motorized transportation system. 
 


Table 5.104: 
 


Multimodal Connectivity 
 


Facility Facility Type Facility Location 


Victorville Blvd PNR Lot Ride Share Lot Bear Valley Rd & I-15 
VVCC PNR Ride Share Lot Bear Valley & Fish Hatchery 
City-wide Bus Stops Bus Stops Throughout City 
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2.2 Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plans of 
Neighboring Cities
City of Hesperia Non-Motorized Transportation Plan
The City of  Hesperia has adopted a Non-Motorized Transportation Plan that includes 
Class 1 bike and multiuse trails, Class 2 striped bike lanes and Class 3 shared bike 
routes. The plan identifies the California Aqueduct as a proposed Class 1 path/trail. The 
Aqueduct was identified as an area of  study for the Victorville Non-Motorized Plan and 
will link to bikeways in this Plan. The Hesperia plan also identifies north-south Class 2 
bike lanes along street right of  ways that continue into the City of  Victorville. This Plan 
creates links to the following bikeways in Hesperia: 


Cottonwood Avenue
7th Avenue
11th Avenue
Hesperia Road


Town of Apple Valley General Plan Circulation Element
The Town of  Apple Valley has adopted an alternative transportation section as part of  
the General Plan Circulation Element. The section identifies a network of  recreational/
equestrian and bike trails/paths throughout the city. However, due to minimal crossings 
over the Mojave River, the potential to connect trails/paths between Apple Valley and 
Victorville is limited. The proposed Mojave Riverwalk Trail offers Victorville the best 
opportunity to connect with the recreational/equestrian trail in Apple Valley. In regards 
to bike routes, Apple Valley has identified three proposed Class 2 bike lanes that continue 
into the City of  Victorville, which shall be analyzed for the potential of  being included 
as Class 2 or Class 3 bike routes in the Victorville Non-Motorized Plan. This Plan creates 
links to the following bikeways in Apple Valley: 


D Street/ 7th Street (State Route 18)
Yucca Loma Road 
Bear Valley Road
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2.3 Consistency with Regional 
Plans
2001 San Bernardino Association of Governments 
(SANBAG) Non-Motorized Transportation Plan
The San Bernardino Association of  Governments (SANBAG) developed a county 
wide Non-Motorized Transportation Plan to address the growing popularity of  
cycling for community and recreational purposes and to coordinate the individual 
bicycle plans of  the County’s 24 cities into a cohesive County bikeway system. 
The focus of  the plan was to address the issues of  safety, accessibility, quality of  
life, and education. As part of  the development of  this plan, public workshops 
were conducted to gather public comments on existing conditions and desired 
improvements. Based on all these factors, the plan identified a number of  proposed 
routes within and through the City of  Victorville. These routes are included in the 
City of  Victorville’s Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. The proposed routes 
identified by SANBAG are listed in Table 2.1 below.


Table 2.1 - SANBAG Routes in the City of Victorville


Class Name From To 
1 Mojave River Hwy 18 Bear Valley Rd


2 or 3 7th Street I-15 Fwy D Street
2 or 3 Avenue D 7th Street Mojave River
2 or 3 Hesperia Rd D Street Bear Valley Rd
2 or 3 Palmdale Rd Hwy 395 I-15 Fwy
2 or 3 Highway 395 Palmdale Rd Joshua St
2 or 3 Village Dr Air Expwy Mojave Dr


2 or 3 Bear Valley 
RdHesperia Hwy 395


2 or 3 Air Expwy Village Dr National Trails Hwy


2 or 3 Mariposa Rd Bear Valley 
RdPalmdale Rd


2 or 3 Mojave St Hwy 395 Amargosa Rd
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3.1 Outreach Strategy
As part of  the public outreach for development of  the non-motorized transportation 
plan, the consultant team along with the City of  Victorville staff  met with the 
community advocacy groups of  the St. Mary Medical Center, the Desert Valley 
Hospital, and the Hanson Bike Group. The purpose of  these meetings was to 
introduce the groups to the project and to obtain some feedback regarding trail 
systems, key facilities and activity areas, and other key healthy community 
objectives relevant to non-motorized transportation planning in the City. Follow 
up meetings with both groups were conducted to present the Draft Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan and solicit feedback. The plan will also be scheduled for 
public hearings with the City Planning Commission and City Council for review 
and approval. Approval of  the non-motorized transportation plan will constitute 
incorporation into the City of  Victorville General Plan Circulation Element.
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3.2 St. Mary Medical Center and 
Desert Valley Hospital Meeting
Representatives from the St. Mary Medical Center and the Desert Valley Hospital 
attended the meeting to discuss the project. The community group members explained 
there were a number of  existing health awareness events in an around the City that 
provide opportunity for grants from local, state and federal programs. These events 
include the Hi Desert Fitness Challenge, the National Breast Cancer Awareness event, 
the Heart and Soul Program and other similar events. A Non-Motorized Transportation 
Plan could serve to promote these types of  events and help secure opportunities for 
grants. The Plan could also serve to promote health and safety education programs in 
the high desert area such as safety fairs and the American Medical Response bike safety 
event. As a result of  the first meeting, the following concerns were identified:


 • No bicycle or pedestrian link between Bear Valley Bridge and Victor Valley 
College.


 • Victor Valley Mall and Liberty Center are popular commercial centers.


 • Link to the proposed equestrian center in the community of  Phelan.


 • Bicycle/pedestrian link over 15 Freeway (Nisquali Road) would provide 
exceptional connectivity.


 • The downtown area should be improved for pedestrian safety and connectivity.


 • A number of  intersections within the city are in need of  improvements for 
pedestrian safety.


 » Mojave Rd. @ El Evado Rd.
 » Luna Rd. @ El Evado Rd,
 » Intersection of  Palmdale, 7th and Greentree Blvd.
 » Amargosa Rd. @ Seneca Rd.
 » Palmdale Rd. @ Kenwood, @ El Evado Rd.
 » Arlette Dr. @ Hook Blvd.
 » Bear Valley Rd. @ Industrial, @ Hesperia Rd., @ Balsam


We met a second time with these representatives to present our Draft Non-motorized 
Plan and to solicit feedback.
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3.3 Hanson Bike Group 
Meeting
Members of  the Hanson Community Advocacy Group attended the meeting to 
discuss the project. The attendees included bicycling and jogging enthusiast as well 
as those with a general interest in developing a non-motorized transportation plan.  
All members were in general support of  the project as they felt developing a non-
motorized transportation plan could help address a number of  present issues. The 
issues discussed at the first meeting were as follows:


 • Lack of  east-west connectivity in the City via trails/paths, especially along 
Bear Valley Road


 • Lack of  safety for cyclists on roads


 • Lack of  connectivity with other jurisdictions


 • Joggers/runners have little opportunity for routes in the City.


 • The project can be a good opportunity to discuss education for both drivers 
and cyclists about sharing the road.


 • The project could help with forming a bicycle committee between local 
jurisdictions.


 • The plan can help to promote community events.


We met a second time with these representatives to present our Draft Non-motorized 
Plan and to solicit feedback.
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3.4 Public Hearings
Prior to final approval of  the non-motorized transportation plan, the project will be 
brought in front of  the City of  Victorville Planning Commission and City Council for 
public hearing on separate occasions. The public hearing meetings will be advertised 
in the local newspaper and provide an opportunity for all interested community 
members to comment on the project. Upon completion of  those public hearings, 
the City Council will advice City Staff  and the consultant team on any revisions 
that should be made to the project and ultimately adopt the Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan into the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. 
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Multimodal Facilities   
The City of  Victorville has two existing multimodal facilities, the Victor Valley 
Transportation Center in Downtown Victorville and the Park and Ride lot on the 
corner of  Armargosa Road and Bear Valley Road. The Park and Ride lot offers 
parking spaces for carpooling commuters and also has a bus stop for Route 53 of  
the Victor Valley Transit Authority. Currently, there are no bicycle parking facilities 
at the lot. The Victor Valley Transportation Center also includes parking for 
carpooling commuters and has bus stops for Routes 22 and 41 of  the Victor Valley 
Transit Authority. In addition, the Victor Valley Transportation Center also serves 
as a Greyhound bus station and an Amtrak train station. There are 10 bike lockers 
located at the Transportation center.  The Victor Valley Transit Authority buses 
provide bicycle racks on the front of  each bus, which can accommodate two bicycles 
each. Exhibit 5.2 shows the existing multimodal facilities. 
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5.5 Collisions Involving 
Bicyclists
The following table provides statistics for motor vehicles collisions involving 
bicyclists that resulted in a serious injury or fatality for the years 2006 through 2008:


Table 5.1: Collisions Involving Bicyclists


Number of 
Bicycle Involved 
Collisions 2006 
(SWITRS 2006)


Number of 
Bicycle Involved 
Collisions 2007 
(SWITRS 2007)


Number of 
Bicycle Involved 
Collisions 2008 
(SWITRS 2008)


Total # of 
Bicycle 


Collisions 
for 3 
Years


Average # 
of Bicycle 
Collisions 
per Year


2006-2008 
Population 
(American 


Fact 
Finder)


Collisions 
per 1000 
people/yr.


Index 
(relative 
to state 
avg. of 


.29/1000)


Fatality Injury Fatality Injury Fatality Injury


0 4 1 9 0 9 23 8 108,586 0.07 .24


The City of  Victorville experiences a significantly lower amount of  bicycle collisions 
per year than the state average. Based on these statistics, Victorville averages .07 
collisions per 1,000 people per year, which is approximately one quarter of  the 
state average of  .29 collisions per 1,000 people per year. However, the individual 
city statistics indicate that the number of  bicycle collisions has more than doubled 
since 2006. This increase in collisions can be attributed to a lack of  bicycle facilities 
to accommodate the growing population, as well as lack of  safety and education 
programs.


Exhibit 5.3 shows all reported bicycle collisions in the City of  Victorville from 
June of  2006 to May of  2009.  These collisions include those that resulted in no/
minor injury, serious injury, and fatality. As evident on the map, a majority of  the 
collisions occur in or near street intersections, which is typically found in bicycle-
vehicle collision data. This can be attributed to lack of  bike facility improvements at 
intersections, and lack of  education on the rights and responsibilities of  bicyclists as 
well as motorists.
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Chapter 6 - Recommendations


Table 4.1 - East-West Routes


East-West Routes


Street From To Class
Bear Valley Rd Western City Limits Oro Grande Wash Class II Hatched
Bear Valley Rd Apatite Ln Eastern City Limits Class II Hatched


Cactus Rd Power Line Corridor 2 Whitecap Way Class II
Clovis St Western City Limits Power Line Corridor 1 Class II


Dos Palmas Rd Western City Limits Amargosa Rd Class II
Eucalyptus Rd Western City Limits Eastern City Limits Class II


Forest Ave Fourth St Hesperia Rd Class II
Green Tree Blvd/Yates Rd Seventh St Eastern City Limits Class II


Hook Blvd Western City Limits Topaz Rd Class II
La Mesa Rd Western City Limits Mesa View Rd Class II
La Mesa Rd El Rio Rd Mariposa Rd Class II


Luna Rd Western City Limits Mesa View Rd Class II
Mojave Rd Western City Limits Village Dr Class II
Ottawa St Oro Grande Wash Hesperia Rd Class II


Palmdale Rd Western City Limits Amargosa Rd Class II
Rancho Rd Western City Limits Power Line Corridor 1 Class II


Smoke Tree Rd California Aqueduct I-15 Class II
Sycamore St Western City Limits Oro Grande Wash Class II


Bear Valley Rd Oro Grande Wash Cottonwood Ave Class III
Hook Blvd Topaz Rd I-15 Class III
Hopland St Cantina Rd Power Line Corridor 1 Class III
La Mesa Rd Mesa View Dr El Rio Rd Class III


Luna Rd Mesa View Dr El Rio Rd Class III
Mojave Rd Village Dr Ramada Rd Class III
Nisqualli Rd Mariposa Rd Balsam Rd Class III


Northstar Ave Power Line Corridor 2 El Evado Rd Class III
Palmdale Rd Amargosa Rd Seventh St Class III


Puesta Del Sol Dr Village Dr Tawny Ridge Ln Class III
Seneca Rd Seventh St Hesperia Rd Class III
Seneca Rd Amethyst Rd Civic Dr Class III
Silica Dr Third Ave Hesperia Rd Class III


Tawny Ridge Ln Whitecap Way National Trails Hwy Class III
Winona St Balsam Rd Ninth Ave Class III
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6.8 Education and Promotion
Safety Education Programs
Currently, the City of  Victorville does not offer any city organized bicycle safety 
and education programs. The development of  a bicycle safety education program 
is recommended as part of  this Plan. The program should teach bicycle safety to 
children, adults, and other groups that encounter bicyclists. A specific curriculum 
geared for each audience, along with a handbook or other literature, is recommended.


•	 Children: All children in public schools should go through a bicycle safety 
program before they graduate. This should start at a young age. In addition, 
bicycle safety should be taught to students who are taking drivers education 
classes at school. This should be part of  the Safe Routes to School programs.


•	 Adults: A bicycle safety education component should also be available to 
adults at employment sites, and on selected weekends for the general public.


•	 Motorists: The safety curriculum should educate motorists as to how to 
interact with bicyclists.


•	 Other groups: Safety education should be taught to others who come in to 
contact with bicyclists, such as bus drivers and local police.


•	 City staff: Bicycle safety education can be incorporated into existing training 
and orientations.


Safety Fairs/Events
Currently, local community groups and businesses within the City and the Victor 
Valley conduct safety fairs and events which also promote bicycle safety and 
education. The events are organized by local church groups, local retail centers and 
The American Medical Response (AMR) Company. The City of  Victorville Police 
and Fire Departments have sponsored some of  these events in the past. There is 
opportunity for the City of  Victorville to conduct city organized safety events with 
sponsorship from other local law enforcement such as the California Highway Patrol 
and the County of  San Bernardino Sheriff ’s Search and Rescue Team, as both have 
provided sponsorship to the neighboring jurisdictions of  Hesperia and Apple Valley 
for their annual safety fairs. It is recommended that the City coordinate with these 
agencies to include them in regular city organized events.
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Chapter 6 - Recommendations


Safe Routes to School
It is recommended that the City of  Victorville develop a Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 
program to improve the safety of  schoolchildren that walk and bicycle to school.
SR2S programs promote walking and bicycling to school through educational efforts 
and incentives that stress safety and fun for the participants. SR2S programs are often 
designed in a manner that decreases traffic and pollution while increasing the health of  
children and the community at large. The programs also address the safety concerns of  
parents by encouraging greater enforcement of  traffic laws, educating the public, and 
exploring ways to create safer streets. The City is encouraged to coordinate with school 
administrators and teachers, local PTA’s and other groups, neighborhood groups and the  
public, and local law enforcement to develop effective SR2S programs. Funding for SR2S 
programs is discussed in Chapter 7.


Bike Events
Conducting regular bike events helps to raise the profile of  bicycling in the area. The 
Hanson Bike Group conducts an organized bike riding event along Bear Valley Road on 
a regular basis. The event is open to all ages and is intended to promote bike safety and 
the use of  bicycles for health and recreation. Other similar events within the City include 
the Hi Desert Fitness Challenge, the National Breast Cancer Awareness event, and the 
Heart and Soul Program. 


It is recommended that the City of  Victorville coordinate with the facilitators of  these 
events and other future events to offer support and help raise community awareness of  
the events, bicycle safety, and the benefits of  bicycling. The City could offer support to 
these events by offering permits, financial assistance and/or staff  time during the events.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Establishing a community-based bicycle and pedestrian advisory committee allows 
community members to become directly involved in the process of  developing and 
improving the existing bicycle and pedestrian networks. As regular users of  Victorville’s 
bicycle and pedestrian network, members of  the Hanson Bike Group and other active 
bicycle and running groups are in a unique position to highlight areas of  concern that 
the City may not have identified. The City should coordinate with these groups and 
other jurisdictions to create a bicycle and/or pedestrian advisory committee that should 
encompass the entire Victor Valley.
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Healthy High Desert/Healthy Victor Valley
The City has been working with representatives from the St. Mary Medical Center 
and Desert Valley Hospital as well as community members from the entire Victor 
Valley to create a Healthy High Desert/Healthy Victor Valley collaborative. The 
purpose of  the collaborative is to develop strategies for combating childhood obesity, 
promoting healthy living, and ultimately develop a Healthy City Committee in 
Victorville. It is recommended that the City continue working with community 
representatives to create the Healthy High Desert/Healthy Victor Valley 
collaborative. Creating the collaborative will help to promote the health and safety 
benefits of  implementing the non-motorized transportation plan.



Sandy

Highlight







City of Victorville Non-Motorized Transportation Plan | Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project


114


Chapter 7 - Cost Analysis and Funding


NAME START END PROPOSED 
CLASS


LENGTH 
(miles) COST NOTES


The Crossings 
Paseo


Paseo proposed for The 
Crossings Specific Plan Class I 1.1 $1,100,000


West Creek 
Paseo 


Expansion
Mojave St Clovis St Class I 2.1 $2,100,000


Northern 
expansion of 
existing West 
Creek Paseo 
along natural 


wash 
Rancho Tierra 


Paseo
Paseo proposed for The Rancho 


Tierra Specific Plan Class I 0.9 $900,000


Mojave 
Vistas Paseos


Paseos system proposed for 
Mojave Vistas Specific Plan Class I 1.0 $1,000,000


Midtown 
Paseo


Paseo proposed for The 
Midtown Specific Plan Class I 0.2 $200,000


Desert 
Gateway 


Paseo


Paseo proposed for The Desert 
Gateway Specific Plan Class I 4.3 $4,300,000


Total Class 
I 60.6 $60,600,00


Arrowhead 
Dr Nisqualli Rd Talpa St Class II 0.8 $40,000


Baldy Mesa 
Rd Olivine Rd Palmdale Rd Class II 2.0 $100,000


Bear Valley 
Rd Apatite Ln Eastern City 


Limits Class II 1.9 $95,000


Recommend 
addition of 


2-foot hatched 
lane


Bear Valley 
Rd


Western City 
Limits


Oro Grande 
Wash Class II 4.5 $225,000


Recommend 
addition of 


2-foot hatched 
lane


Bellflower St Bear Valley Rd Palmdale Rd Class II 2.5 $125,000


Cactus Rd Power Line 
Corridor 2


Whitecap 
Way Class II 2.2 $110,000


Cantina Rd Honeybear Ln Hopland St Class II 5.1 $255,000
Civic Dr Roy Rogers Dr Mojave dr Class II 0.5 $25,000


Clovis St Western City 
Limits


Power Line 
Corridor 1 Class II 2.0 $100,000


Dos Palmas 
Rd


Western City 
Limits Amargosa Rd Class II 6.9 $345,000


A portion of 
Dos Palmas is 
located within 


San Bernardino 
County 


jurisdiction
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Project Priorities
This Plan will be implemented as funds become available to the City.  Projects 
are prioritized into three categories, Short-Term, Medium-Term and Long-Term 
according to the following criteria:


 • Destinations served 


 • Completion of  a network


 • History of  bicycle-involved crashes


 • Improvements that serve an immediate safety need


 • Current availability and/or suitability of  right-of-way 


 • Likelihood of  attracting large numbers of  users


 • Connectivity with the regional bikeway system


 • Links to other transportation modes


 • Cost effectiveness


The City will also seek to implement bikeways based on opportunity, such as when 
streets are resurfaced, when other street projects are taking place, or as funding 
becomes available. The following tables (7.3, 7.4, and 7.5) identify all the projects 
grouped according to their priority category. Exhibits (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) accompany 
the tables illustaring the prioritized projects on maps. The projects have not been 
ranked within each priority category. A summary of  the estimated costs for each 
priority category is provided in Table 7.6. It is important to note that the proposed 
facilities and the prioritizing of  projects are flexible concepts that serve as guidelines 
to those responsible for implementation. The system and segments themselves may 
change over time as a result of  changing bicycling patterns and implementation 
constraints and opportunities.
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Tweet Share


68  responses


9  days (5/26/2016  now)


1  view


Create Powerful
Surveys


Bear Valley Road Class I Bike/Pedestrian Path
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Survey Results Summary
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Responses


Share Share


Upgrade Now


Q1


Q2


92.54% 62


20.90% 14


14.93% 10


8.96% 6


0.00% 0


How do you get to and from the Victor
Valley College campus? (check all that


apply)
Answered: 67  Skipped: 1


Total Respondents: 67  


Drive


Bike


Walk


Bus


Other (please
specify)
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Answer Choices Responses


Drive


Bike


Walk


Bus


ResponsesOther (please specify)


If there was a bike and walking path on
Bear Valley Road but separated from


vehicle traffic between Victor Valley College
and Jess Ranch Marketplace at Reato Road
in Apple Valley would you? (check all that


apply)
Answered: 68  Skipped: 0
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Check out our sample surveys and create your own now!


Powered by  


Q4


Do you have any other comments,
questions, or concerns?


Answered: 22  Skipped: 46


As an employee at VVC, I see students walking or riding a bike every day to get to the college. These
students are in great danger as they navigate Bear Valley Rd between Apple Valley Rd and the college. I
fear that students lives are at danger since there is little room between students and traffic. This Class 1
pathway is needed as soon as possible. In fact, I attended a BOT meeting at the college 2 or 3 years ago
when a presentation was made about this pathway. Frankly, I am surprised the town has not made this a
priority. I hope it will become one now.
6/2/2016 11:32 PM


I think that a bike path throughout the connecting cities would be an amazing idea, but this is an amazin
start.
6/1/2016 4:18 PM


We really need more lights around VVC's lower campus.
6/1/2016 10:44 AM


More bike paths in the community would be very beneficial!
6/1/2016 10:10 AM


None
6/1/2016 9:02 AM
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Total 28
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HEAT estimate


04 June 2016 - 4:02 (v2.3)


Reduced mortality as a result of changes in cycling behaviour


The number of individuals cycling has increased between your pre and post data.


There are now 96 additional individuals regularly cycling, compared to the baseline.


However, the average amount of cycling per person per year has not changed. 


The reported level of cycling in both your pre and post data gives a reduced risk of mortality of: 20 %, compared to individuals who do 


not regularly cycle.


Taking this into account, the number of deaths per year that are prevented by this change in cycling is: 0.17


Economic value of cycling
Currency: USD, rounded to 1000


The value of statistical life applied is: 9,100,000 USD


Based on a 5 year build up for benefits, a 1 year build up for uptake of cycling, and an assessment period of 20 years:


the average annual benefit, averaged over 20 years is: 1,373,000 USD


the total benefits accumulated over 20 years are: 27,462,000 USD


the maximum annual benefit reached by this level of cycling, per year, is: 1,574,000 USD


This level of benefit is realised in year 7 when both health benefits and uptake of cycling have reached 


the maximum levels.


When future benefits are discounted by 5 % per year:


the current value of the average annual benefit, averaged across 20 years is: 800,000 USD


the current value of the total benefits accumulated over 20 years is: 15,998,000 USD


Benefit–Cost Ratio


The total costs of: 992,000 USD


Should produce a total saving over 20 years of: 15,998,000 USD


assuming 5 year build up of benefits, 1 years build up of uptake, and discounting of 5 % per year


The benefit to cost ratio is therefore: 16.13:1


Please bear in mind that HEAT does not calculate risk reductions for individual persons but an average across the population 


under study. The results should not be misunderstood to represent individual risk reductions. Also note that the VSL not 


assign a value to the life of one particular person but refers to an average value of a “statistical life”.


It is important to remember that many of the variables used within this HEAT calculation are estimates and therefore liable to 


some degree of error.
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HEAT estimate


04 June 2016 - 3:35 (v2.3)


Reduced mortality as a result of changes in walking behaviour


The number of individuals walking has increased between your pre and post data.


There are now 155 additional individuals regularly walking, compared to the baseline.


However, the average amount of walking per person per day has not changed. 


The reported level of walking in both your pre and post data gives a reduced risk of mortality of: 5 %, compared to individuals who do 


not regularly walk.


Taking this into account, the number of deaths per year that are prevented by this change in walking is: 0.06


Economic value of walking
Currency: USD, rounded to 1000


The value of statistical life in your population is: 9,100,000 USD


Based on a 5 year build up for benefits, a 1 year build up for uptake of walking, and an assessment period of 10 years


the average annual benefit, averaged over 10 years is: 429,000 USD


the total benefits accumulated over 10 years are: 4,289,000 USD


the maximum annual benefit reached by this level of walking, per year, is: 576,000 USD


This level of benefit is realised in year 7 when both health benefits and uptake of walking have reached the maximum levels.


When future benefits are discounted by 5 % per year:


the current value of the average annual benefit, averaged across 10 years is: 312,000 USD


the current value of the total benefits accumulated over 10 years is: 3,123,000 USD


:


Benefit–cost Ratio


The total costs of: 992,000 USD


Should produce a total saving over 20 years of: 5,852,000 USD


assuming 5 year build up of benefits, 1 years build up of uptake, and discounting of 5 % per year


The benefit to cost ratio is therefore: 5.90:1


Please bear in mind that HEAT does not calculate risk reductions for individual persons but an average across the population 


under study. The results should not be misunderstood to represent individual risk reductions. Also note that the VSL not 


assign a value to the life of one particular person but refers to an average value of a “statistical life”.


It is important to remember that many of the variables used within this HEAT calculation are estimates and therefore liable to 


some degree of error.
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Note: The accident data shown here represents our 


Project Area on Bear Valley Road.


Project Area = 70,000 ADT
Segment 1 – Reata Road to Mojave River Bridge
Segment 2 – Mojave River Bridge to Fish Hatchery Rd.
Segment 3 – Fish Hatchery Rd. to Jacaranda Ave.
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Subject: FW: SCAG contact:  Attachment_22F-Request-for-State-ATP-funding_BVR 053016


 


From: Stephen T. Patchan [mailto:patchan@scag.ca.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 3:37 PM 
To: Richard Berger 
Subject: RE: SCAG contact: Attachment_22F-Request-for-State-ATP-funding_BVR 053016 
 
HI Rich‐ Sorry for the delay in reply.  We’ll have the document signed and returned asap.  Please note that you can 
submit your application with the 22‐F signature pending.  Thanks! 
 
Stephen T. Patchan 
Senior Regional Planner  
Active Transportation and Special Programs 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA  90017 
T: (213) 236-1923  |  F: (213) 236-1963 
E: patchan@scag.ca.gov 
  


Stay	Connected		 		 		   	
 


From: Richard Berger [mailto:RBerger@applevalley.org]  
Sent: Thursday, June 2, 2016 10:13 AM 
To: Stephen T. Patchan <patchan@scag.ca.gov> 
Subject: FW: SCAG contact: Attachment_22F‐Request‐for‐State‐ATP‐funding_BVR 053016 
 
Mr. Patchan, 
 
The Town of Apple Valley is applying for state only funding for the upcoming ATP Cycle 3 and requires a signature from 
you agency on the attached document.  Please help if possible or provide me the correct contact information to obtain 
the signature. 
 
Call with any questions. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Rich Berger 
Engineering Associate 
Town of Apple Valley 
14955 Dale Evans Parkway 
Apple Valley, CA 92307 
760-240-7000 x 7530  •  760-240-7223 fax 
rberger@applevalley.org 
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2 2016 RTP/SCS


OUR VISION
In our vision for the region in 2040, many communities are more compact and 
connected seamlessly by numerous public transit options, including expanded 
bus and rail service. People live closer to work, school, shopping and other 
destinations. Their neighborhoods are more walkable and safe for bicyclists. 
They have more options available besides driving alone, reducing the load on 
roads and highways. People live more active and healthy lifestyles as they bike, 
walk or take transit for short trips. Goods flow freely along roadways, highways, 
rail lines and by sea and air into and out of the region—fueling economic growth.


Southern California’s vast transportation network is preserved and maintained 
in a state of good repair, so that public tax dollars are not expended on costly 
repairs and extensive rehabilitation. The region’s roads and highways are 
well-managed so that they operate safely and efficiently, while demands on 
the regional network are managed effectively by offering people numerous 
alternatives for transportation. 


Housing across the region is sufficient to meet the demands of a growing 
population with shifting priorities and desires, and there are more affordable 
homes for all segments of society. With more connected communities, more 
choices for travel and robust commerce, people enjoy more opportunities 
to advance educationally and economically. As growth and opportunity are 
distributed widely, people from diverse neighborhoods across the region share 
in the benefits of an enhanced quality of life.


With more alternatives to driving alone available, air quality is improved and the 
greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate change are reduced. 
Communities throughout Southern California are more prepared to confront and 
cope with the inevitable consequences of climate change, including droughts 
and wildfires, heat waves, rising seas and extreme weather. Meanwhile, natural 
lands and recreational areas that offer people a respite from the busier parts of 
the region are preserved and protected.


At mid-century, technology has transformed how we get around. Automated 
cars have emerged as a viable option for people and are being integrated 
into the overall transportation system. Shared mobility options that rely on 
instantaneous communication and paperless transactions have matured, and 
new markets for mobility are created and strengthened.


Above all, people across the region possess more choices for getting around 
and with those choices come opportunities to live healthier, more economically 
secure and higher quality lives.


This vision for mid-century, which is built on input received from thousands 
of people across Southern California, is embodied in the 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS, 
or Plan), a major planning document for our regional transportation and land 
use network. It balances the region’s future mobility and housing needs with 
economic, environmental and public health goals. This long-range Plan, 
required by the State of California and the federal government, is updated by 
SCAG every four years as demographic, economic and policy circumstances 
change. The 2016 RTP/SCS is a living, evolving blueprint for our region’s future.


OUR OVERARCHING STRATEGY
It is clear that the path toward realizing our vision will require a single unified 
strategy, one that integrates planning for how we use our land with planning 
for how we get around.


Here is what we mean: we can choose to build new sprawling communities that 
pave over undeveloped natural lands, necessitating the construction of new 
roads and highways—which will undoubtedly become quickly overcrowded 
and contribute to regional air pollution and ever-increasing greenhouse gas 
emissions that affect climate change.


Or, we can grow in more compact communities in existing urban areas, 
providing neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit, abundant and 
safe opportunities to walk, bike and pursue other forms of active transportation, 
and preserving more of the region’s remaining natural lands for people to enjoy. 
This second vision captures the essence of what people have said they want 
during SCAG outreach to communities across the region.


SCAG acknowledges that more compact communities are not for everyone, 
and that many residents of our region prefer to live in established suburban 
neighborhoods. The agency supports local control for local land use decisions, 
while striving for a regional vision of more sustainable growth. 


Within the 2016 RTP/SCS, you will read about plans for “High Quality Transit 
Areas,” “Livable Corridors” and “Neighborhood Mobility Areas.” These are a few 
of the key features of a thoughtfully planned, maturing region in which people 
benefit from increased mobility, more active lifestyles, increased economic 
opportunity and an overall higher quality of life. These features embody the idea 
of integrating planning for how we use land with planning for transportation.
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7EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


area rail infrastructure; reducing environmental impacts by supporting the 
deployment of commercially available low-emission trucks and locomotives; 
and, in the longer term, advancing technologies to implement a zero- and near 
zero-emission freight system.


LEVERAGING TECHNOLOGY


Advances in communications, computing and engineering—from shared 
mobility innovations to zero-emission vehicles—can lead to a more efficient 
transportation system with more mobility options for everyone. Technological 
innovations also can reduce the environmental impact of existing modes of 
transportation. For example, alternative fuel vehicles continue to become more 
accessible for retail consumers and for freight and fleet applications—and 
as they are increasingly used, air pollution can be reduced. Communications 
technology, meanwhile, can improve the movement of passenger vehicles and 
connected transit vehicles. As part of the 2016 RTP/SCS, SCAG has focused 
location-based strategies specifically on increasing the efficiency of Plug-in 
Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEV) in the region. These are electric vehicles that 
are powered by a gasoline engine when their battery is depleted. The 2016 
RTP/SCS proposes a regional charging network that will increase the number 
of PHEV miles driven on electric power, in addition to supporting the growth of 
the PEV market generally. In many instances, the additional chargers will create 
the opportunity to increase the electric range of PHEVs, reducing vehicle miles 
traveled that produce tail-pipe emissions.  


IMPROVING AIRPORT ACCESS


Recognizing that the SCAG region is one of the busiest and most diverse 
commercial aviation regions in the world and that air travel is an important 
contributor to the region’s economic activity, the 2016 RTP/SCS includes 
strategies for reducing the impact of air passenger trips on ground transportation 
congestion. Such strategies include supporting the regionalization of air travel 
demand; continuing to support regional and inter-regional projects that facilitate 
airport ground access (e.g., High-Speed Train); supporting ongoing local 
planning efforts by airport operators, county transportation commissions and 
local jurisdictions; encouraging the development and use of transit access to 
the region’s airports; encouraging the use of modes with high average vehicle 
occupancy; and discouraging the use of modes that require “deadhead” 
trips to/from airports (e.g., passengers being dropped off at the airport 
via personal vehicle).


FOCUSING NEW GROWTH AROUND TRANSIT


The 2016 RTP/SCS plans for focusing new growth around transit, which is 
supported by the following policies: identifying regional strategic areas for 


OPTIMIZING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM


The 2016 RTP/SCS earmarks $9.2 billion for Transportation System 
Management (TSM) improvements. These include extensive advanced ramp 
metering, enhanced incident management, bottleneck removal to improve 
flow (e.g., auxiliary lanes), expansion and integration of the traffic signal 
synchronization network, data collection to monitor system performance, 
integrated and dynamic corridor congestion management, and other Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) improvements. Recent related initiatives include 
the Caltrans Advanced Traffic Management (ATM) study for Interstate 105 
and the Regional Integration of ITS Projects (RIITS) and Information Exchange 
Network (IEN) data exchange efforts at Los Angeles Metro.


PROMOTING WALKING, BIKING AND OTHER FORMS OF ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION


The 2016 RTP/SCS plans for continued progress in developing our regional 
bikeway network, assumes all local active transportation plans will be 
implemented, and dedicates resources to maintain and repair thousands 
of miles of dilapidated sidewalks. The Plan invests $12.9 billion in active 
transportation strategies. The Plan also considers new strategies and 
approaches beyond those proposed in 2012. To promote short trips, these 
include improving sidewalk quality, local bike networks and neighborhood 
mobility areas. To promote longer regional trips, these strategies include 
developing a regional greenway network and continuing investments in the 
regional bikeway network and access to the California Coastal Trail. Active 
transportation will also be promoted by integrating it with the region’s transit 
system; increasing access to 224 rail, light rail and fixed guideway bus stations; 
promoting 16 regional corridors that support biking and walking; supporting bike 
share programs; educating people about the benefits of active transportation for 
students; and promoting safety campaigns.


STRENGTHENING THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 
FOR GOODS MOVEMENT


The 2016 RTP/SCS includes $70.7 billion in goods movement strategies. 
Among these are establishing a system of truck-only lanes extending from 
the San Pedro Bay Ports to downtown Los Angeles along Interstate 710; 
connecting to the State Route 60 east-west segment and finally reaching 
Interstate 15 in San Bernardino County; working to relieve the top 50 regional 
truck bottlenecks; adding mainline tracks for the Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe (BNSF) San Bernardino and Cajon Subdivisions and the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) Alhambra and Mojave Subdivisions; expanding/modernizing 
intermodal facilities; building highway-rail grade separations; improving port 
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8 2016 RTP/SCS


infill and investment; structuring the Plan on centers development; developing 
“Complete Communities”; developing nodes on a corridor; planning for 
additional housing and jobs near transit; planning for changing demand in 
types of housing; continuing to protect stable, existing single-family areas; 
ensuring adequate access to open space and preservation of habitat; and 
incorporating local input and feedback on future growth. These policies support 
the development of: 


 z High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs): areas within one-half mile of 
a fixed guideway transit stop or a bus transit corridor where buses 
pick up passengers at a frequency of every 15 minutes or less during 
peak commuting hours. While HQTAs account for only three percent 
of total land area in SCAG region, they are planned and projected to 
accommodate 46 percent of the region’s future household growth and 
55 percent of the future employment growth.


 z Livable Corridors: arterial roadways where jurisdictions may plan for 
a combination of the following elements: high-quality bus frequency; 
higher density residential and employment at key intersections; and 
increased active transportation through dedicated bikeways.


 z Neighborhood Mobility Areas (NMAs): strategies are intended to 
provide sustainable transportation options for residents of the region 
who lack convenient access to high-frequency transit but make many 
short trips within their urban neighborhoods. NMAs are conducive 
to active transportation and include a “Complete Streets” approach 
to roadway improvements to encourage replacing single- and 
multi-occupant automobile use with biking, walking, skateboarding, 
neighborhood electric vehicles and senior mobility devices.


IMPROVING AIR QUALITY AND REDUCING GREENHOUSE GASES


It is through integrated planning for land use and transportation that the SCAG 
region, through the initiatives discussed in this section, will strive toward a more 
sustainable region. The SCAG region must achieve specific federal air quality 
standards. It also is required by state law to lower regional greenhouse gas 
emissions. California law requires the region to reduce per capita greenhouse 
gas emissions in the SCAG region by eight percent by 2020—compared 
with 2005 levels—and by 13 percent by 2035. The strategies, programs and 
projects outlined in the 2016 RTP/SCS are projected to result in greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions in the SCAG region that meet or exceed these targets.


PRESERVING NATURAL LANDS


Many natural land areas near the edge of existing urbanized areas do not 


have plans for conservation and are vulnerable to development pressure. 
The 2016 RTP/SCS recommends redirecting growth from high value habitat 
areas to existing urbanized areas. This strategy avoids growth in sensitive 
habitat areas, builds upon the conservation framework and complements an 
infill-based approach.


FINANCING OUR FUTURE
To accomplish the ambitious goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS through 2040, SCAG 
forecasts expenditures of $556.5 billion—of which $275.5 billion is budgeted 
for operations and maintenance of the regional transportation system and 
another $246.6 billion is reserved for transportation capital improvements.


Forecasted revenues comprise both existing and several new funding sources 
that are reasonably expected to be available for the 2016 RTP/SCS, which 
together total $556.5 billion. Reasonably available revenues include short-
term adjustments to state and federal gas excise tax rates and the long-term 
replacement of gas taxes with mileage-based user fees (or equivalent fuel tax 
adjustment). These and other categories of funding sources were identified 
as reasonably available on the basis of their potential for revenue generation, 
historical precedence and the likelihood of their implementation within the 
time frame of the Plan.


WHAT WE WILL ACCOMPLISH
Overall, the transportation investments in the 2016 RTP/SCS will provide a 
return of $2.00 for every dollar invested. Compared with an alternative of not 
adopting the Plan, the 2016 RTP/SCS would accomplish the following:


 z The Plan would result in an eight percent reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions per capita by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035 and 
a 21 percent reduction by 2040—compared with 2005 levels. This 
meets or exceeds the state’s mandated reductions, which are eight 
percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035.


 z Regional air quality would improve under the Plan, as cleaner fuels 
and new vehicle technologies help to significantly reduce many of the 
pollutants that contribute to smog and other airborne contaminants 
that impact public health in the region.


 z The combined percentage of work trips made by carpooling, active 
transportation and public transit would increase by about four percent, 



DBlais

Highlight



DBlais

Highlight



DBlais

Highlight







9EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


with a commensurate reduction in the share of commuters traveling 
by single occupant vehicle.


 z The number of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita would be 
reduced by more than seven percent and Vehicle Hours Traveled 
(VHT) per capita by 17 percent (for automobiles and light/medium 
duty trucks) as a result of more location efficient land use patterns and 
improved transit service.


 z Daily travel by transit would increase by nearly one-third, as 
a result of improved transit service and more transit-oriented 
development patterns.


 z The Plan would reduce delay per capita by 39 percent and heavy-
duty truck delay on highways by more than 37 percent. This means 
we would spend less time sitting in traffic and our goods would 
move more efficiently.


 z More than 351,000 additional new jobs annually would be 
created, due to the region’s increased competitiveness and 
improved economic performance that would result from congestion 
reduction and improvements in regional amenities as a result of 
implementing the Plan.


 z The Plan would reduce the amount of previously undeveloped 
(greenfield) lands converted to more urbanized uses by 23 
percent. By conserving open space and other rural lands, 
the Plan provides a solid foundation for more sustainable 
development in the SCAG region.


 z The Plan would result in a reduction in our regional obesity rate from 
26.3 percent to 25.6 percent in areas experiencing land use changes, 
and a reduction in the share of our population that suffers with high 
blood pressure from 21.5 percent to 20.8 percent.


HOW WE WILL ENSURE SUCCESS
Our Plan includes several performance outcomes and measures that are used 
to gauge our progress toward meeting our goals. These include:


 z Location Efficiency, which reflects the degree to which improved land 
use and transportation coordination strategies impact the movement 
of people and goods.


 z Mobility and Accessibility, which reflects our ability to reach desired 
destinations with relative ease and within a reasonable time, using 
reasonably available transportation choices.


 z Safety and Health, which recognize that the 2016 RTP/SCS has 
impacts beyond those that are exclusively transportation-related (e.g., 
pollution-related disease).


 z Environmental Quality, which is measured in terms of criteria 
pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.


 z Economic Opportunity, which is measured in terms of additional 
jobs created as a result of the transportation investments provided 
through the 2016 RTP/SCS.


 z Investment Effectiveness, which indicates the degree to which the 
Plan’s expenditures generate benefits that transportation users can 
experience directly.


 z Transportation System Sustainability, which reflects how well our 
transportation system is able to maintain its overall performance 
over time in an equitable manner with minimum damage to the 
environment and without compromising the ability of future 
generations to address their transportation needs.


The 2016 RTP/SCS is designed to ensure that the regional transportation 
system serves all segments of society. The Plan is subject to numerous 
performance measures to monitor its progress toward achieving social equity 
and environmental justice. These measures include accessibility to parks and 
natural lands, roadway noise impacts, air quality impacts and public health 
impacts, among many others.


LOOKING BEYOND 2040
The 2016 RTP/SCS is based on a projected budget constrained by the local, 
state and federal revenues that SCAG anticipates the region receiving between 
now and 2040. The Strategic Plan discusses projects and strategies that SCAG 
would pursue if new funding were to become available. The Strategic Plan 
discussion includes long-term emission reduction strategies for rail and trucks; 
expanding the region’s high-speed and commuter rail systems; expanding 
active transportation; leveraging technological advances for transportation; 
addressing further regional reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and 
making the region more resilient to climate change—among other topics. We 
anticipate that these projects and strategies may inform the development of the 
next Plan, the 2020 RTP/SCS.
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5903 CHALLENGES IN A CHANGING REGION


how physically active they are and how safe their everyday lives can be.7 As 
a result, regional planning for land use and transportation across the U.S. has 
increasingly incorporated strategies to improve public health. MPOs such as 
SCAG are focusing on improving transportation safety, offering people more 
opportunities to walk, bike and embrace other forms of active transportation, 
improve first/last mile connections to transit, and improve access to natural 
lands. They are also pursuing strategies to make neighborhoods more walkable, 
improve air quality, help people cope with climate change impacts such as 
extreme heat events, improve accessibility to essential destinations such as 
hospitals and schools, and work overall toward a transportation system and 
land use patterns that promote regional economic strength.


One of the challenges that SCAG faces as it strives to improve public health 
is the sheer size and diversity of our region. Public health varies widely by 
geographic location, income and race. There is no one size fits all approach to 
meeting this complex challenge. It requires flexibility and creativity to ensure 
that initiatives are effective in both rural and urban areas.


To gain more insight on the connection between how we use land and public 
health, SCAG has identified seven focus areas for further analysis: access 
to essential destinations, affordable housing, air quality, climate adaptation, 
economic opportunity, physical activity and transportation safety. For more 
details, see the Plan’s Public Health Appendix.


CONFRONTING A CHANGING 
ENVIRONMENT
The consequences of continued climate change already are impacting 
California and more intensified changes are expected. Ongoing drought 
conditions, water shortages due to less rainfall as well as declining snowpack in 
our mountains, and an agriculture industry in crisis have become hard realities 
in recent years. Climate change is transforming the state’s natural habitats and 
overall biodiversity. Continued changes are expected to impact coastlines as 
sea levels rise and storm surges grow more destructive. Forests will continue 
to be impacted by drought and wildfire. Climate change also will impact how 
we use energy and the quality of public health. Our statewide transportation 


7 Frank, L. D., Schmid, T. L., Sallis, J. F., Chapman, J., & Saelens, B. E. (2005). “Linking 
Objectively Measured Physical Activity with Objectively Measured Urban Form: Findings 
from SMARTRAQ.” American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 28(2S2), 117-125.


Additionally, there are a number of statewide programs and resources to 
assist local jurisdictions in funding the production of affordable housing. As 
mentioned in earlier chapters, there are several new funding opportunities 
to help regions and jurisdictions promote affordable housing. California’s 
Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities (AHSC) program, funded by 
the statewide Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund created by Assembly Bill 32, 
provides funding to certain projects that provide affordable housing through 
a competitive grant process. Moreover, other programs such as the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)’s Housing-
related Parks Program, provides funds to local jurisdictions to maintain and 
rehabilitate parks and open space based on the number of affordable housing 
units built. Other opportunities to build housing also include Senate Bill 628 
(Beall) and Assembly Bill 2 (Alejo), which allow jurisdictions to establish 
special reinvestment districts to develop affordable housing and supportive 
infrastructure and amenities. As the regional MPO, SCAG is committed to 
providing jurisdictions and stakeholders applying for funding opportunities with 
data, technical and policy support in order to further the progress of establishing 
more affordable housing in the region aligned with the goals of the RTP/SCS. 


IMPROVING PUBLIC HEALTH
Today, many people in our region suffer from poor health due to chronic 
diseases related to poor air quality and physical inactivity. Chronic diseases 
including heart disease, stroke, cancer, chronic lower respiratory disease and 
diabetes are responsible for 72 percent of all deaths in our region, according to 
the California Department of Public Health. Furthermore, more than 60 percent 
of residents are overweight or obese, more than eight percent have diabetes, 27 
percent suffer from hypertension and more than 12 percent suffer from asthma, 
according to the California Health Interview Survey. Health care costs resulting 
from being physically inactive, obese and overweight and from asthma cost 
our Southern California region billions of dollars annually in medical expenses, 
lost life and lost productivity, research shows.6 For example, one study showed 
that health care costs resulting from physical inactivity and obesity reached an 
estimated $41.2 billion in 2006 in California.


A growing body of evidence shows that how a neighborhood is laid out and 
linked to transportation options can shape the lifestyles that people have—


6 Peck, C., Logan, J., Maizlish, N., & Van Court, J. (2013). The Burden of Chronic Disease 
and Injury: California. 2013. California Department of Public Health.
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94 2016 RTP/SCS


to the airport. LAX is also currently not served by any rail, but will be within the 
next decade via the Crenshaw Line and the Airport Metro Connector. Improving 
transit bicycling and walking accessibility to our region’s passenger rail stations 
is also critical. Increasing rail feeder bus services in our region to passenger rail 
stations would reduce the incentive for SOV travel. Establishing more transit 
services such as OCTA’s Stationlink service would provide this incentive. 
Finally, there is still little BRT or BRT-Lite service in our region outside of Los 
Angeles County, and establishing more BRT routes to serve rail stations such as 
the current Omnitrans sbX Green Line and the Riverside Transit Agency’s future 
RapidLink Line 1 will help meet this goal.


Secure Increased Funding and Dedicated Funding Sources: Passenger rail has 
traditionally lacked dedicated funding streams. Amtrak is funded annually by 
the U.S. Congress, usually resulting in funding amounts insufficient to meet 
state of good repair needs or to increase Amtrak’s levels of service and expand 
the network. With local control of the Pacific Surfliner now complete, the State 
of California has guaranteed funding levels to maintain current service levels 
(but not to increase service levels) for the first three years. One new funding 
source is California’s Cap-and-Trade Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program, 
which received $25 million in FY2014-15 and 10 percent of annual Cap-and-
Trade auction proceeds beginning in FY2015-16. This FY2015-16 allocation 
is currently estimated to be more than $200 million. Similarly, the CHSRA 
has been given a dedicated Cap-and-Trade funding stream of 25 percent of 
funds, beginning in FY2015-16 (for FY2014-15 CHSRA received $250 million). 
FY2015-16 funding is estimated at more than $600 million.


Support Increased TOD and First/Last Mile Strategies: Increased TOD and 
first/last mile planning and investments are crucial to passenger rail station 
area planning. Increased and effective TOD improves our region’s jobs/housing 
balance, and it reduces VMT, air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 
First/last mile investments also reduce VMT, air pollution and greenhouse 
gas emissions and encourage rail users to access rail stations with options 
other than driving alone.


Implement Cooperative Fare Agreements and Media: Cooperative fare 
agreements and media also offer opportunities for increasing rail ridership 
and attracting new riders. For example, the Rail2Rail pass allows Metrolink 
monthly pass riders who have origin and destination points along the LOSSAN 
corridor to ride Amtrak. In 2014, the North County Transit District (NCTD) 
reached an agreement with Caltrans Division of Rail (DOR), in which five daily 
Pacific Surfliner trains stop at all non-Pacific Surfliner Amtrak (Coaster) stops 


in San Diego County. This service has proven quite popular and successful. 
Agreements like this one could be expanded once the California High-
Speed Train is built.


Active Transportation


The 2016 RTP/SCS includes $12.9 billion for active transportation 
improvements, including $8.1 billion in capital projects and $4.8 billion as 
part of the operations and maintenance expenditures on regionally significant 
local streets and roads. The Active Transportation portion of the 2016 Plan 
updates the Active Transportation portion of the 2012 Plan, which has goals 
for improving safety, increasing active transportation usage and friendliness, 
and encouraging local active transportation plans. It proposes strategies to 
further develop the regional bikeway network, assumes that all local active 
transportation plans will be implemented, and dedicates resources to maintain 
and repair thousands of miles of dilapidated sidewalks. To accommodate the 
growth in walking, biking and other forms of active transportation regionally, the 
2016 Active Transportation Plan also considers new strategies and approaches 
beyond those proposed in 2012. Among them:


 z Better align active transportation investments with land use and 
transportation strategies to reduce costs and maximize mobility 
benefits


 z Increase the competitiveness of local agencies for federal and state 
funding


 z Develop strategies that serve people from 8–805 years old to reflect 
changing demographics and make active transportation attractive to 
more people


 z Expand regional understanding of the role that short trips play 
in achieving RTP/SCS goals and performance objectives, and 
provide a strategic framework to support local planning and project 
development geared toward serving these trips


 z Expand understanding and consideration of public health in the 
development of local plans and projects.


5 8–80 years old is an age span that is used as a shorthand to refer to expanding the 
potential for all people to use active transportation. The term refers to addressing the 
needs school aged children who would be conceivably allowed to walk or bike to school 
unaccompanied if the environment were safer and older senior citizens who prefer physical 
separation from the noise and speed of vehicles.
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Active Transportation has 11 specific strategies to maximize active transportation 
in the SCAG region. These are grouped into four broad categories: regional trips, 
transit integration, short trips and education/encouragement. All 11 strategies 
are based on a comprehensive local bikeway and pedestrian network that uses 
Complete Streets principles. These strategies include:


Regional Trips Strategies:


1. Regional Greenway Network


2. Regional Bikeway Network


3. California Coastal Trail Access


Transit Integration Strategies:


4. First/last mile (to transit)


5. Livable Corridors


6. Bike Share Services


Short Trips Strategies:


7. Sidewalk Quality


8. Local Bikeway Networks


9. Neighborhood Mobility Areas


Education/Encouragement Strategies:


10. Safe Routes to School


11. Safety/Encouragement Campaigns


Regional Trips Strategies


Developing the following networks will serve those longer trips that people 
make less frequently, but add to total miles traveled. They are primarily biking 
trips for commuting and recreation. Although trips covering the full length of 
these corridors may be a small percentage of active transportation travel, the 
networks provide a backbone for shorter trips, much in the way the Interstate 
Highway System is used by many people as a bypass for short trips from 
one on-ramp to the next off-ramp. Completing the following networks are key 
strategies for promoting regional trips:


1. Regional Greenway Network (RGN): The planned RGN is a 2,200-
mile system of separated bikeways mostly using riverbeds, drainage 
channels and utility corridors. The RGN connects to the regional 


bikeway network. This strategy provides the opportunity to better 
integrate urban green space, active transportation and watershed 
management, providing new urban green space for residents to go to 
for travel and recreation, including low-stress access to the California 
Coastal Trail. Benefits include increased health, improved safety and 
enhanced quality of life. These low-stress bikeways, connected to 
the regional bikeway network and local bikeways, should provide 
an attractive option for those bicyclists who do not wish to ride along 
roadways with motor vehicles. They include the High Desert Corridor; 
Santa Ana River Trail; OC Loop; Los Angeles River; San Gabriel River; 
San Jose Creek; Rio Hondo River; Ballona Creek; Bike Route 33; and 
CVLink.


2. Regional Bikeway Network (RBN): The planned RBN consists of 
2,220 miles of interconnected bikeways that connect to jurisdictions, 
local bikeways and destinations. It connects to the RGN and has 
designated routes and wayfinding signage that help bicyclists easily 
understand the route structure and destinations. The primary purpose 
is to serve regional trips, commuting and recreational bicycling. Using 
locally existing and planned local bikeways as the foundation, the 
RBN closes gaps, connects jurisdictions, and provides a regional 
backbone for local bikeways and greenways. By having assigned 
route names/numbers, bicyclists can more easily travel across 
jurisdictions without having to frequently consult maps or risk having 
bikeways end on busy streets. It is anticipated that trips longer than 
three miles will likely be used in part on the RBN. SCAG has identified 
12 regionally significant bikeways that connect the region. These 
include Bike Route 66; Bike Route 10; Bike Route 126; Pacific Coast 
Bike Route; Bike Route 5; Santa Ana River Trail; High Desert Corridor; 
Bike Route 33; Los Angeles River; San Gabriel River; Bike Route 86; 
and Bike Route 76 (see EXHIBIT 5.3).


3. California Coastal Trail (CCT)Access: Trails along the coast of 
California have been utilized as long as people have inhabited 
the region. The CCT was established by the Coastal Act of 1976 
to develop a “continuous public right-of-way along the California 
coastline; a trail designed to foster appreciation and stewardship of 
the scenic and natural resources of the coast through hiking and other 
complementary modes of non-motorized transportation.” The 2016 
RTP/SCS Active Transportation Appendix identifies the improvements 
necessary to help complete the portions of the CCT in Ventura, Los 
Angeles and Orange counties and to provide biking and walking 
access to the CCT.
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 z LTS 2, the level that will be tolerated by the mainstream adult population; 


 z LTS 3, the level tolerated by American cyclists who are “enthused and confident” 
but still prefer having their own dedicated space for riding; and 


 z LTS 4, a level tolerated only by those knowledgeable about safe practices for 
bicycling in traffic, and are characterized as “strong and fearless.”3


The level of stress is determined by the physical criteria of a roadway as well as 
traffic conditions and their contributions to stresses placed on bicyclists. Some 
general factors include:


 z Absence or presence of dedicated bikeways 


 z Roadway/shoulder widths


 z Number of travel lanes


 z Speed of traffic


 z Average daily traffic


 z Presence of on-street parking


 z Road condition/quality of pavement


 z Frequency of driveways


Other stresses may include steep hills, crime danger, lack of lighting, or the aesthetics of 
the surrounding area. By developing criteria to approximate or visualize the levels of stress 
involved in biking on a roadway, one may be able to better determine the type of bikeway or 
facility needed to meet local needs. 


A growing number of bicycle facilities and treatments are available to transportation 
planners within California to make bicycling a safe and attractive choice for all types 
and levels of riders. These facilities include different types of bicycle lanes, bicycle 
priority streets (Bicycle Boulevard), bicycle parking facilities, and more recently, 
services such as bike share.


They are comfortable sharing the roadway with automobile drivers, but prefer 
dedicated bikeways such as bicycle lanes, bicycle boulevards or paths.


3. Interested but Concerned: Likely comprises 60 percent of the population. They 
would like to ride but are not comfortable sharing the roadway with motor vehicles, 
particularly on streets with faster travel speeds and heavy traffic. They may 
bicycle ride on neighborhood streets, but rarely venture outside of residential 
neighborhoods or bicycle paths. 


4. No Way, No How: Likely comprises about 30-35 percent of the population. This 
group has no desire to ride bicycles at all, for a variety of reasons.  
FIGURE 2 indicates the average percentages of bicyclists by type, although it must 
be noted that not all bicyclists fit neatly into any one category.


TYPES OF BIKEWAYS


A comprehensive bicycle network aims to serve the needs of all categories of bicyclists, 
covering a wide range of trip purposes and accommodating the needs of bicyclists at 
different comfort levels. Mekuria, Furth and Nixon7 proposed a scheme for classifying road 
types by one of four levels of traffic stress (LTS) that corresponds to the needs of different 
types of bicyclists.   Table 1 shows the general street types for levels of traffic stress. 


 z LTS 1, the level that most children can tolerate; 


60%32%


7%


1%


Interested but
Concerned


No Way,
No How


Enthused &
Confident


Strong &
Fearless


FIGURE 2 Four Types of Cyclists


Source: Portland Oregon Department of Transportation
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TYPES OF PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES


Sidewalks have several components: the curb zone, furniture zone, pedestrian zone and in 
commercial districts, the frontage zone5


 z Curb Zone: The area immediately next to the roadway, usually about 4-6 inches 
wide. The curb zone is placed where pedestrians cross from the sidewalk to the 
street; it can be a barrier to people with disabilities if not installed properly.


 z Furniture zone/Planter Zone: The area between the pedestrian walkway and 
the curb zone. This area is where shade trees, utility poles, traffic meters, bicycle 
racks, and other necessary obstructions reside. They are often eliminated in newer 
suburban areas. These areas make it easier for motorists to locate driveways and 
parking lot entrances. Motorists are then more likely to yield to pedestrians.


 z Pedestrian Zone: The area where pedestrians walk. It is supposed to be free of 
obstructions, but rarely is that specified. There is no maximum sidewalk width, and 
minimum is defined at the local level. 


 z Frontage Zone: The area that separates store fronts, fences, and walls from a 
pedestrian zone. In residential areas, the “front yard” serves as the frontage zone 
between the sidewalk and structure. 


In rural areas, a paved roadway shoulder wide enough to accommodate pedestrians can 
help to prevent walking along the edge of travel lanes, thereby reducing the risk of being 
hit by a motor vehicle.


INTERSECTION TREATMENTS


Walkers, bicyclists, buses, trucks, and automobiles converge at intersections, requiring the 
most concentration from all roadway users. As many modern roadways have been designed 
for the efficient use of motor vehicle traffic, the consideration of bicyclist and pedestrian 
safety and convenience has often been a secondary concern. In the SCAG region, nearly 
44 percent of all pedestrian injuries are at intersections.6 To improve intersection safety, the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and local agencies are now utilizing a 
complete streets approach to intersections.7 The complete streets approach to intersection 
design has one controlling assumption: “assume bicyclists and pedestrians will be there.” 
It is better to design to meet pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and safety needs, rather than 
assume they will not use the facility.8


This complete streets approach involves reducing speed for turning movements, 
improving sight lines for crosswalks and reducing crossing distances. New innovative 
treatments include: 


 z Bulb-outs (reduces crossing distance, improves visibility).


 z Median sanctuary islands (improves safety for slower pedestrians).


PEDESTRIANS
TYPES OF PEDESTRIANS


Categories of pedestrians are similar to categories of bicyclists. They can be grouped by trip 
purpose, as well as ability or willingness to make a trip by foot (or with a travel-assist device). 
Pedestrians grouped by trip purpose include:


 z Commuters requiring quick and direct access to employment or transit. 


 z Utilitarian walkers requiring easy, attractive, and safe access to vital 
services including medical, grocery, public transit, child care, retail, and 
other key destinations. 


 z Recreation and fitness pedestrians requiring safe and unobstructed quality 
infrastructure for unimpeded walking/jogging.


Pedestrians also differ by ability and willingness to walk in different settings. Some 
pedestrians require assist devices or rest stops to complete their journey. Careful attention 
in design and placement of utility poles, trees, bus stops, and other necessary items, as well 
as intersection curb cuts, is necessary to allow mobility for these users. Meeting the needs 
of these users through the Americans with Disability Act (ADA) requirements will satisfy the 
needs of other users as well. This is referred to the 8-80 concept, based on the premise that 
if you build a local jurisdiction that is great for an 8-year-old and an 80-year-old, then you 
will build a successful local jurisdiction for everyone.4


TABLE 1 Level of Traffic Stress


Note: Use lower value for streets without marked centerlines or classified as residential and with fewer than 3 lanes (center 
turn lane considered a lane); Use higher value otherwise. Source: Mineta Transportation Institute 


Speed Limit


Number of Lanes


2-3 Lanes 4-5 Lanes 6+Lanes


Up to 25 mph LTS1* or 2* LTS 3 LTS 4


30 mph LTS 2* or 3* LTS 4 LTS 4


35+ mph LTS 4 LTS 4 LTS 4
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The California Household Travel Survey (2012) results, when compared with 2012 Vehicle 
Miles Traveled, indicate four million bicycle trips/day in the SCAG region, averaging 0.95 
miles/trip, as shown in FIGURE 17. 


While surveys suggest a significant growth from past surveys, they also suggest that mostly 
the “strong and fearless” (as previously described in the background section) are riding 
bicycles, along with a smaller portion of the “enthused and confident.” It is likely that very 
few “Interested but concerned” riders are participating except on recreational bike paths. 
In addition, it appears that with the majority of bicycle trips less than one mile, bicyclists 
may be limiting their exposure to motor vehicle traffic. Efforts to increase the percentage 
of bicyclists beyond the core committed bicyclists would likely require investments in new 
bikeways and increased connectivity. 


PEDESTRIANS


PEDESTRIAN TRIPS IN THE SCAG REGION


Walking is the most basic form of transportation. It is the most affordable and 
environmentally friendly transportation mode. Walking can be for utilitarian, commute, 
recreational, or fitness purposes. 


Pedestrian Mode Share by Trip Type


 z All Trips   16.8 percent


 z Commute Trips  2.4 percent


 z School Trips  18.7 percent


 z Shopping  10.4 percent


The weather in the SCAG region is conducive to walking in most areas throughout the year. 
It is how most transit riders reach their transit station. It is how most neighbors get to know 
each other and helps strengthen communities. One could argue that all other modes of 
transportation are alternatives to walking. Walk trips as a percentage of all trips averaged 
16.8 percent for the region, with the largest share in Los Angeles County TABLE 7. Commute 
trips average 2.4 percent, as shown in FIGURE 18. SCAG’s transportation modeling indicates 
that walking represents 10.7 percent mode share for all linked trips, where transfers 
between modes are excluded.


Roughly 49 percent of all walking trips are less than a quarter mile and 83 percent of 
walking trips are less than one half mile, as shown in FIGURE 19.


 z Santa Clarita - Bronze


 z Santa Monica - Silver


 z Temecula - Bronze


 z Thousand Oaks - Bronze


 z University of La Verne - Silver


 z University of California Irvine - Silver


 z University of California Los Angeles - Bronze


 z California Institute of Technology - Bronze


 z Pomona College - Bronze


 z California State University Long Beach - Silver


BICYCLING TRIPS IN THE SCAG REGION
The National Personal Transportation Surveys (NPTS) of 1977–1995 and the National 
Household Travel Surveys (NHTS) indicate that the total number of bike trips in the USA 
more than tripled between 1977 and 2009, while the bike share of total trips almost doubled, 
rising from 0.6 percent to 1.1 percent.21 SCAG modeling indicates a bicycling mode share of 
1.5 percent for linked trips (linked trips can be defined as the number of person trips minus 
the number of transfers between modes). The U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community 
Survey (ACS) reports nearly twice as many daily bicycle commuters in 2009 as in 2000 
and an increase in the United States’ bicycle commute share to 0.6 percent.22  There has 
been a similar growing demand across Southern California for bicycle travel, with bicycling 
increasing more than 70 percent between 2007 and 2012.23 


The SCAG region had a bicycle commute rate of 0.8 percent in 2012 (see FIGURE 16), 
according to the American Community Survey which annually surveys commute trips (a 
60 percent increase since 2008). The average commute time for bicyclists in the SCAG 
region is about 29 minutes. The 2012 California Household Travel Survey noted that the 
SCAG region’s bicycle mode share for all trips is 1.12 percent. Bicycling mode shares for each 
county are shown in TABLE 6.


Bicycle Mode Share by Trip Type:


 z All Trips   1.12 percent


 z Commute Trips  0.8 percent


 z School Trips  1.0 percent


 z Shopping Trips  2.0 percent



Sandy

Highlight



Sandy

Highlight



Sandy

Highlight







 20 2016–2040 RTP/SCS  I  APPENDIX


2.15%


2.40% 2.42%
2.47%


2.53%


2.40%
2.44%


2.39%


2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


FIGURE 18 Regional Walk Commuters


Source: American Community Survey (3 Yr Average) 2005-2012


TABLE 7 Walk Trips as Percentage of all Trips


California Household Travel Survey 
(2012, weighted)


Walk Trips as percentage of all trips 
(including connections/transfers)


Imperial County 7.8%


LA County 21.7%


Orange County 10.9%


Riverside County 9.4%


San Bernardino County 9.7%


Ventura County 10.9%


SCAG Region 16.8%


49%


34%


15%


2%
0%


<1/4 Mile


1/4-1/2 Mile


1/2-1 Mile


1-3 Miles


>3 Miles


FIGURE 19 Percentage of Walking Trips by Distance


Source:California Household Travel Survey (2012)


Sidewalk maintenance upgrades are also an issue. Many sidewalks were installed when 
a commercial structure or residential subdivision was built, or when a street was originally 
paved. Changes in land use aren’t necessarily reflected in the sidewalk infrastructure. 
Upgrading sidewalks in older suburbs can be difficult, as the streets themselves do not meet 
current code. To bring both sidewalks and streets to code would require obtaining easements 
or taking property with just compensation.


Sidewalk maintenance often lags in roadway maintenance. The City of Los Angeles has 
about 2,600 miles of sidewalks needing repair and, at the time of this writing, the city is 
searching for a funding strategy designed to fix the deficient sidewalks. Even accounting for 
a 75-year life cycle, many jurisdictions in the SCAG region will have exceeded the design life 
of their sidewalks during the life of the 2016 Plan. Sidewalks in poor condition often result in 
pedestrians and wheelchair users traveling in the roadway.


TABLE 8  provides an overview of common land use types in the SCAG region with 
typical pedestrian issues. 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The SCAG region is making steady progress in active transportation, but more work is 
needed to meet SCAG goals for active transportation. Bicycling has increased by more than 
70 percent since 2007, and pedestrian activity has remained steady after several years 
of growth. While the number of bicyclists and pedestrians is increasing, so are injuries and 
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fatalities (although not as fast as the growth in active transportation). Total traffic related 
injuries and fatalities are dropping in the region, yet bicycling and pedestrian injuries have 
increased. Improving safety will likely require innovative strategies to reduce conflicts 
between bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles.


Nearly 500 additional miles of bikeways were built since the last Plan. However, the 
regional and local bikeway networks remain fragmented with only 3,919 miles of bikeways, 
and there is little wayfinding signage. The lack of consistent infrastructure inhibits all but 
the “strong and fearless” bicyclist. Greater separation between bicyclists and vehicle traffic, 
and a consistently positive rider experience, are necessary to increase bicycle trips. Our dry 
riverbeds and drainage channels may provide an opportunity to increase Class 1 bikeways. 
In addition, end-of-trip amenities are necessary for bicycle trips. A lack of secure bicycle 
parking, particularly for commuting, requires bicyclists to use short-term racks for all-day 
parking. This increases the opportunity for theft.


Complete Streets strategies to meet the needs of all roadway users - including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities (within the context of the street 
design) for first/last mile-to-transit solutions and short-trip solutions - will be necessary to 
increase both the number of bicyclists and pedestrians and to increase the distance traveled. 


Biking and walking are ideal modes for connecting to transit or nearby shops, and the region 
is accommodating these modes. The region’s six counties are already pursuing first/last mile 
solutions to transit or border crossing stations. 


Most pedestrian trips are less than one half mile, or a ten-minute walk. Most bicycling trips 
are less than one mile. The highest mode share is in urban areas, where walking and biking 
can reach up to 44 percent mode share (the average mode share for active transportation 
in urban areas is 30 percent, and the average mode share in rural areas is eight percent).27 
To increase average pedestrian trips to over one-half mile, the region would need to 
make it more convenient and safe to walk. To increase average trip distances for biking to 
three miles, the region would need to make it more convenient for bicyclists, and provide 
destinations within the expanded travel sheds, developing bicycle infrastructure for cyclists 
who want to cycle but are concerned about motor vehicles and safety. Physical separation, 
such as bicycle paths and separated bicycle lanes is necessary for higher speed streets. 
Traffic calming, bicycle boulevards, and complete street strategies, meanwhile, help improve 
safety in residential neighborhoods and lower speed streets.


2012 RTP/SCS PROGRESS
The Active Transportation component of the 2016 RTP/SCS (2016 Plan) was developed in 
consideration of the background conditions described above, and to build off the strategies 
and progress made on the 2012 Active Transportation Component versus the 2012 RTP/SCS 
(2012 Plan). In the 2012 RTP/SCS, SCAG proposed a regional bikeway network, assumed all 
local active transportation plans would be implemented and proposed improving thousands 
of miles of dilapidated sidewalks at a cost of $6.7 billion. The 2012 Plan examined access to 
transit, noting that 95 percent of SCAG residents would be within walking (0.5 mile) or biking 
(two miles) distance from a transit station, defined as a bus station, light rail station, or heavy 
rail station. The 2012 Plan examined the portions of the California Coastal Trail within the 
SCAG region, increasing opportunities for bicyclists and pedestrians to access the trail.


Goals for implementing the 2012 Plan are outlined below, as well as some of the specific 
actions that were taken over the last four years to advance these goals across the region: 


1. Reduce Fatalities and Injuries


 � SCAG partnered with the City of Malibu to develop a safety study for the 
Pacific Coast Highway within the city, a popular route for bicyclists. 


 � Since 2006, SCAG has participated in the California Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan (SHSP) Steering Committee, bicycling safety subcommittee, pedestrian 
safety subcommittee and the intersection/interchange safety subcommittee. 
The California SHSP was established to reduce transportation fatalities 
throughout California. SHSP is a statewide data-driven traffic safety plan 
that coordinates the efforts of a wide range of organizations to reduce traffic 
accident fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.28 The most current 
update to the SHSP was signed in September 2015.


 � SCAG was awarded a $2.3 million grant to perform a regional safety and 
encouragement campaign for bicycling and walking.


2. Develop an active transportation friendly environment


 � SCAG collaborated with state and county transportation commissions to 
develop the new California Active Transportation program (CATP), train local 
jurisdictions on application procedures and was successful in first and second 
round of funding with $661 million being awarded (including local match).


 � Short-term regional active transportation programmed expenditures were 
greater than assumed in 2012 Plan: The 2015 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP) for the SCAG region indicates that more 
than $520 million was programmed for active transportation projects 
over the six years of the program, compared with $400 million projected 
in the 2012 RTP/SCS.
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The 2016 RTP/SCS assumes a minimum of four stations per square mile, with as many 
as 16 stations per square mile in heavily urban areas; and ten bicycles per station. Usage 
is estimated at 4.1 trips per bicycle per day, with an average trip length equal to two miles. 
Usage will likely spread beyond that planned by Los Angeles County Metro, City of Santa 
Monica and City of Long Beach.  The plan estimates growth to possibly 880 stations. 


SHORT-TRIP STRATEGIES
Trips less than three miles represent 38 percent of all trips in the SCAG region. Increasing 
the percentage of these short trips made by bicycling and walking can potentially have a 
significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions and public health. SCAG proposes to invest 
$7.6 billion in short-trip strategies.


Short trip strategies are designed to provide active transportation options to a broader 
segment of the population by increasing the quality and density of sidewalks and bikeways. 
Land use is interrelated with the transportation options that residents have to access 
nearby destinations, whether they be transit stations, schools, parks or local destinations.  
The short-trip strategies outlined in this document are designed to complement the 
transit integration strategies, and they help further integrate active transportation into the 
context of local land uses.


Land use and transportation options are also interrelated with the health of residents. 
Walking or bicycling regularly can reduce the chances for obesity or other diseases related 
to a sedentary lifestyle, such as diabetes and high blood pressure. While incorporating 
the short trip strategies in the 2016 RTP/SCS is anticipated to increase the number of 
walking and biking trips, there is most notably the public health benefit. More people 
walking or bicycling daily helps individuals meet the minimum activity requirements to 
maintain healthy bodies. 


According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,37 adults need 150 minutes 
weekly of moderate-intensity aerobic activity, such as brisk walking and muscle 
strengthening exercises at least two days per week. Children need 60 minutes of moderate-
intensity aerobic activity daily and vigorous activity plus muscle strengthening at least 
three days per week. 


SIDEWALKS


Walking is the primary form of transportation. Nearly all trips in the region begin with some 
form of walking. Sidewalks are integral parts of the Transit Integration strategy, the Livable 
Corridors strategy and the Mobility District strategy. Sidewalks are critical for children 
to get to nearby schools or parks. Where new construction occurs, using the Complete 
Streets approach to residential development or business districts will increase pedestrian 
safety and ease of access.


TABLE 13 OCTA First/Last Mile area recommendations


Source: OCTA MetroLink Station Non-Motorized Access Study (2012)


Item # Recommended Improvement


1


Develop a consolidated bicycle locker rental program for all Orange County 
stations to provide consistent rental procedures and policies. Provide an online 
information and application center and signage at each station directing users to 
visit the website.


2
On an annual basis, evaluate bike locker and rack usage and consider increasing 
bicycle parking or implementing demand management techniques if the existing 
bicycle parking is consistently at capacity or a waitlist exists.


3 Add bike rack and locker locations to each station diagram map.


4 Encourage local agencies to upgrade bicycle and motorcycle detection at 
intersections within a half-mile radius of a station. 


5 Conduct a lighting assessment at each station to identify and address areas with 
insufficient or inconsistent lighting.


6
Provide video surveillance system at each station platform area, unless security 
guards are present. Provide signage indicating that the station is monitored by 
video.


7
Ensure all improvements to stations and adjacent public areas are ADA compliant. 
Prioritize improvements identified in existing ADA transition plans that are adjacent 
to the station areas.
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6/2/2016 TIMS  Transportation Injury Mapping System


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/srts/main.php 1/2


SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL COLLISION MAP VIEWER


Interactive map and data summaries of bicycle and/or pedestrian collisions around school.


Types of Collisions: Bicycle Pedestrian


Collision Severity: Fatal Severe Injury Other Visible Injury Complaint of Pain


Years : 2009  2013


User Entered Address
18400 Bear Valley Rd, Victorville, CA 92395, USA


Map data ©2016 GoogleReport a map error


Summary Statistics


Radius Fatal Severe Injury Visible Injury Complaint of
Pain Pedestrian Bicycle Total


<¼ mi. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
¼  ½ mi. 0 0 1 2 2 1 3
Total 0 0 1 2 2 1 3



https://www.google.com/maps/@34.4710474,-117.260717,15z/data=!10m1!1e1!12b1?source=apiv3&rapsrc=apiv3

https://maps.google.com/maps?ll=34.471047,-117.260717&z=15&t=m&hl=en-US&gl=US&mapclient=apiv3





6/2/2016 TIMS  Transportation Injury Mapping System


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/srts/main.php 2/2


Collision List


Case ID Date Time Primary Secondary Distance Direction Bike Ped


4567894 20100113 13:29 SPRING VALLEY
PKWY FRANCESCA RD 0  No Yes


5112670 20110311 19:00 JACARANDA AV PITACHE ST 250 N No Yes


6168143 20130712 21:49 BEAR VALLEY RD PEACH AV 0  Yes No
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


           


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Results Map: 3449 of 3878 (88.9%) Collisions Mapped.


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


List Unmapped Collisions Cluster Heatmap Find address or place
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 99
# of Pedestrians Killed: 27, # of Pedestrians Injured: 73


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 10 10.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 1 1%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


1 1%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 3 3%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 1 1%
Left turns or Uturns yield until reasonably safe. 1 1%
Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 2%


Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 20 20.2%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 2 2%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 7 7.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 37 37.4%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 15 15.2%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 0 0%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 36 36.4%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 39 39.4%


F  Not in Road 5 5.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 4 4%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 35 35.4%
B  Dusk  Dawn 0 0%
C  Dark  Street Lights 23 23.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 38 38.4%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 0 0%


  Not Stated 3 3%


Lighting
A  Clear 92 92.9%
B  Cloudy 1 1%
C  Raining 1 1%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 5 5.1%


Weather
F  Felony 7 7.1%
M  Misdemeanor 2 2%
N  Not Hit and Run 90 90.9%


Hit And Run


M  Male 69 69.7%
F  Female 32 32.3%
  Not Stated 11 11.1%


Victim Gender
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 1/2


Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 277
# of Pedestrians Killed: 39, # of Pedestrians Injured: 258


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 56 20.2%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 3 1.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 5 1.8%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


5 1.8%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 2 0.7%


Crosswalk, use of where prohibited by sign. 1 0.4%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 3 1.1%
Laned roadways (2 or more lanes in direction of travel),
straddling or changing when unsafe. 1 0.4%


Crosswalk, overtaking and passing vehicle stopped for
pedestrian within. 1 0.4%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.4%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 0.7%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 3 1.1%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 6.5%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 15 5.4%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima
facie limits). 13 4.7%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 106 38.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 62 22.4%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 4 1.4%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 126 45.5%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 68 24.5%


F  Not in Road 11 4%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 1 0.4%


  Not Stated 5 1.8%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 138 49.8%
B  Dusk  Dawn 11 4%
C  Dark  Street Lights 92 33.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 30 10.8%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 3 1.1%


  Not Stated 3 1.1%


Lighting
A  Clear 254 91.7%
B  Cloudy 14 5.1%
C  Raining 6 2.2%
D  Snowing 1 0.4%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 2 0.7%


Weather
F  Felony 34 12.3%
M  Misdemeanor 10 3.6%
N  Not Hit and Run 233 84.1%


Hit And Run


M  Male 170 61.4%
F  Female 113 40.8%
  Not Stated 26 9.4%


Victim Gender
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 164
# of Pedestrians Killed: 26, # of Pedestrians Injured: 143


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 24 14.6%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 5 3%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 4 2.4%
Circular green signal, shall proceed but shall yield to
vehicles and pedestrians lawfully within intersection. 3 1.8%


Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


3 1.8%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 10 6.1%
Pedestrian yield, if protected crossing available. 1 0.6%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 1 0.6%
Entering through highway, yield until reasonably safe. 1 0.6%
Driving under the influence of alcohol, drug, or combination,
causing injury or death to another. 2 1.2%


Public or private property, yield to approaching traffic so
close as to constitute an immediate hazard. 2 1.2%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.6%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 5 3%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 2 1.2%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 11%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 1 0.6%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 10 6.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 53 32.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 26 15.9%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 1 0.6%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 56 34.1%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 65 39.6%


F  Not in Road 15 9.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 71 43.3%
B  Dusk  Dawn 9 5.5%
C  Dark  Street Lights 32 19.5%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 48 29.3%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 2 1.2%


  Not Stated 2 1.2%


Lighting
A  Clear 152 92.7%
B  Cloudy 10 6.1%
C  Raining 1 0.6%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Weather
F  Felony 28 17.1%
M  Misdemeanor 6 3.7%
N  Not Hit and Run 130 79.3%


Hit And Run


M  Male 121 73.8%
F  Female 48 29.3%
  Not Stated 11 6.7%


Victim Gender
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Sandy Stone


Subject: FW: Town of Apple Valley: ATP Application - Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector


 


From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC [mailto:Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov] On Behalf Of ATP@CCC 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 2:53 PM 
To: Richard Berger 
Subject: FW: Town of Apple Valley: ATP Application - Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector 
 
Hi Rich, 
 
The CCC is unable to partner on this ATP project. Please include a copy of this email with your application as proof of 
reaching us. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Melanie Wallace 
Chief Deputy Analyst 
California Conservation Corps 
1719 24th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
O (916)341‐3153 
M (916)508‐1167 
F (877)315‐5085 
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov 
 
Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at: 


 
SaveOurWater.com ∙ Drought.CA.gov 


 


From: Richard Berger [mailto:RBerger@applevalley.org]  
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 8:12 AM 
To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>; 'inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org' <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org> 
Cc: 'jmohler@blaisassoc.com' <jmohler@blaisassoc.com> 
Subject: Town of Apple Valley: ATP Application ‐ Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector 
 
The Town of Apple Valley is submitting a Caltrans Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 application for Apple Valley 
Bear Valley Road Class 1 Bike/Ped Connector. 
 
In accordance with the program guidelines, please review and provide let us know if the CCC is able to participate on any 
aspect of this project.   Attached please find our CCC application packet containing: 


1.       Project Title 
2.       Project Description 
3.       Draft Engineer’s Estimate 
4.       Project Schedule 
5.       Project Map 
6.       Preliminary Concept Plan  
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We look forward to receiving a receipt of this email and your participation response by June 3.  If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Rich Berger 
Engineering Associate 
Town of Apple Valley 
14955 Dale Evans Parkway 
Apple Valley, CA 92307 
760-240-7000 x 7530  •  760-240-7223 fax 
rberger@applevalley.org 
 
 








BEAR VALLEY CLASS 1 ROAD BIKE CONNECTOR
SCALED COLLISIONS MAP


Note: The accident data shown here represents our 


Project Area on Bear Valley Road.


Project Area = 70,000 ADT
Segment 1 – Reata Road to Mojave River Bridge
Segment 2 – Mojave River Bridge to Fish Hatchery Rd.
Segment 3 – Fish Hatchery Rd. to Jacaranda Ave.


Bear Valley Road 3 1


Bear Valley Bridge


CT 97.09
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Victor Valley 
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Collision List


Case ID Date Time Primary Secondary Distance Direction Bike Ped


4567894 20100113 13:29 SPRING VALLEY
PKWY FRANCESCA RD 0  No Yes


5112670 20110311 19:00 JACARANDA AV PITACHE ST 250 N No Yes


6168143 20130712 21:49 BEAR VALLEY RD PEACH AV 0  Yes No
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


           


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Results Map: 3449 of 3878 (88.9%) Collisions Mapped.


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


List Unmapped Collisions Cluster Heatmap Find address or place
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Bear Valley Road is a designated truck route to cross the Mojave River with an average daily traffic count (ADT) of 70,000.  Since Bear Valley Road is located in 3 cities: Apple Valley, Victorville, and Hesperia, accident data for all three cities is included below.  
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 99
# of Pedestrians Killed: 27, # of Pedestrians Injured: 73


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 10 10.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 1 1%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


1 1%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 3 3%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 1 1%
Left turns or Uturns yield until reasonably safe. 1 1%
Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 2%


Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 20 20.2%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 2 2%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 7 7.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 37 37.4%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 15 15.2%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 0 0%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 36 36.4%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 39 39.4%


F  Not in Road 5 5.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 4 4%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 35 35.4%
B  Dusk  Dawn 0 0%
C  Dark  Street Lights 23 23.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 38 38.4%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 0 0%


  Not Stated 3 3%


Lighting
A  Clear 92 92.9%
B  Cloudy 1 1%
C  Raining 1 1%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 5 5.1%


Weather
F  Felony 7 7.1%
M  Misdemeanor 2 2%
N  Not Hit and Run 90 90.9%


Hit And Run


M  Male 69 69.7%
F  Female 32 32.3%
  Not Stated 11 11.1%


Victim Gender
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 277
# of Pedestrians Killed: 39, # of Pedestrians Injured: 258


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 56 20.2%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 3 1.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 5 1.8%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


5 1.8%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 2 0.7%


Crosswalk, use of where prohibited by sign. 1 0.4%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 3 1.1%
Laned roadways (2 or more lanes in direction of travel),
straddling or changing when unsafe. 1 0.4%


Crosswalk, overtaking and passing vehicle stopped for
pedestrian within. 1 0.4%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.4%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 0.7%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 3 1.1%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 6.5%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 15 5.4%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima
facie limits). 13 4.7%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 106 38.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 62 22.4%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 4 1.4%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 126 45.5%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 68 24.5%


F  Not in Road 11 4%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 1 0.4%


  Not Stated 5 1.8%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 138 49.8%
B  Dusk  Dawn 11 4%
C  Dark  Street Lights 92 33.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 30 10.8%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 3 1.1%


  Not Stated 3 1.1%


Lighting
A  Clear 254 91.7%
B  Cloudy 14 5.1%
C  Raining 6 2.2%
D  Snowing 1 0.4%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 2 0.7%


Weather
F  Felony 34 12.3%
M  Misdemeanor 10 3.6%
N  Not Hit and Run 233 84.1%


Hit And Run


M  Male 170 61.4%
F  Female 113 40.8%
  Not Stated 26 9.4%


Victim Gender
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Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 164
# of Pedestrians Killed: 26, # of Pedestrians Injured: 143


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 24 14.6%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 5 3%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 4 2.4%
Circular green signal, shall proceed but shall yield to
vehicles and pedestrians lawfully within intersection. 3 1.8%


Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


3 1.8%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 10 6.1%
Pedestrian yield, if protected crossing available. 1 0.6%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 1 0.6%
Entering through highway, yield until reasonably safe. 1 0.6%
Driving under the influence of alcohol, drug, or combination,
causing injury or death to another. 2 1.2%


Public or private property, yield to approaching traffic so
close as to constitute an immediate hazard. 2 1.2%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.6%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 5 3%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 2 1.2%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 11%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 1 0.6%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 10 6.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 53 32.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 26 15.9%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 1 0.6%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 56 34.1%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 65 39.6%


F  Not in Road 15 9.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 71 43.3%
B  Dusk  Dawn 9 5.5%
C  Dark  Street Lights 32 19.5%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 48 29.3%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 2 1.2%


  Not Stated 2 1.2%


Lighting
A  Clear 152 92.7%
B  Cloudy 10 6.1%
C  Raining 1 0.6%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Weather
F  Felony 28 17.1%
M  Misdemeanor 6 3.7%
N  Not Hit and Run 130 79.3%


Hit And Run


M  Male 121 73.8%
F  Female 48 29.3%
  Not Stated 11 6.7%


Victim Gender
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Logout



http://tims.berkeley.edu/index.php

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=about

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=tools

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=resources

http://tims.berkeley.edu/news/main.php

http://tims.berkeley.edu/helpdoc/Gen_FAQs.php

Sandy

Typewritten Text

HESPERIA, CA







5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 2/2


14 or younger 15  19 20  24 25  44 45  54 65 or older
0


15


30


45


60


Age


V
ic
tim


 C
ou
nt
s


Home | About | Tools | Resources | News | Help © UC Regents, 20112016



http://tims.berkeley.edu/index.php

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=about

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=tools

http://tims.berkeley.edu/page.php?page=resources

http://tims.berkeley.edu/news/main.php

http://tims.berkeley.edu/helpdoc/Gen_FAQs.php



		Part_B3A4_SWIT_TIMS_3Cities.pdf

		TIMS - SWITRS Query_ Results_AppleValley

		TIMS - SWITRS Query Results_Victorville

		TIMS - SWITRS Query_ Results_Hesperia












C D
FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL OVERVIEW: 


The Project (Segment 3) is part of a $1.4M Class I Bike/Ped corridor between Apple Valley, 


Victorville, and Hesperia.


Segment 1: Reata Road west to Bear Valley Road Bridge, Apple Valley


Funded: SANBAG, Transporation Development Act; and Town of Apple Valley


Segment 2:  Funded: Bear Valley Road Bridge west to Fish Hatchery Road, 


Victorville/Hesperia


Funded:  SANBAG, Transporation Development Act (TDA)


Segment 3:  Fish Hatchery Road west to Jacaranda Avenue, Victor Valley College, Victorville


$799,240 Caltrans ATP – Cycle 3 – Request for Funding and $200,000 


construction match from Victorville.


Bear Valley Road Bridge: 


Funded:  Highway Bridge Program
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Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS - OVERVIEW
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FIGURE 3:  WEST TERMINUS POINT AT 
JACARANDA AVENUE.


FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL OVERVIEW: 
currently consists of a foot trampled path in the dirt with no facilities. Bear Valley Road consists of four 
lane with two lanes traveling in each direction - east and west. 


Trailhead 


Access


Bear Valley Road


Jess Ranch Marketplace


Segment 2Segment 3


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS – SEGMENT 3


Segment 1


FIGURE 2:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL – SEGMENT 3.  No bike facilities or sidewalk on either 
side of Bear Valley Road. Bicycles and walkers ride in the street with no protection from motor vehicle 
traffic. 


West Terminus


Jacaranda Ave.


East Terminus


Mojave Fish 


Hatchery Road


FIGURE 4:  EAST TERMINUS POINT AT FISH HATCHERY 
ROAD. 


Bear Valley Road


Victor Valley 
College







FIGURE 6 (above) and 7 (left):  BEAR 
VALLEY ROAD AT FISH HATCHERY 
ROAD. The southeast entrance to 
Victor Valley College, (12,000 
students and 600 faculty and staff), 
the High Desert Farmers Market, and 
the Fish and Game Fish Hatchery
does not have bike facilities.  The 
final Segment 3 will close the gap in 
the Class I path between the College 
and Apple Valley.


Bear Valley Road


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS
EAST TERMINUS – FISH HATCHERY ROAD


Bear Valley Road


Mojave Riverwalk


Victor Valley College


City of Hesperia


City of Victorville


Victor Valley 
College


FIGURE 5:   PROPOSED BEAR VALLEY 
ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE/PED PATH 
CONNECTION AT FISH HATCHERY 
ROAD. The intersection at Bear 
Valley Road and Fish Hatchery Road 
is a four-way signaled intersection 
with an average daily traffic count of 
56,749 (2009). 


Victor Valley College Associated 
Student Body (ASB) assisted in paying 
for the signalized intersection at Fish 
Hatchery Road. “The students of 
VVCC are extremely relieved that this 
project is going to happen. We are 
pleased to invest in this signal 
because it is going to make it safer 
for students and the community to 
come and go from campus.” Mary 
Mazzola, ASB President  


The Project will provide additional 
provisions for active transportation 
to and from the College.







Bear Valley Road


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS
MID-PATH DETAILS


FIGURE 9 (left):  MID-
PATH CONNECTION TO 
COLLEGE.  Proposed sign 
and crosswalk striping 
will improve bicyclist and 
walkers safety crossing 
from path onto campus.


FIGURE 8 (above):  MID-PATH CAMPUS ACCESS. The proposed Class 1 bike/ped path will somewhat follow 
the natural dirt footpath from Fish Hatchery Road west up the hill to Victor Valley College campus. There 
will be a mid-path intersection with crosswalk striping to safely cross onto campus.







Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS
MID-PATH DETAILS


FIGURE 11:  Natural erosion and man-made dirt foot paths tempt 
pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the street without a crosswalk. The 
proposed path with provide erosion control, proper drainage, and clearly 
designated safe places to cross.


FIGURE 10 (left):  
MID-PATH CAMPUS 
ACCESS. Currently, 
there is a mid-path 
sidewalk coming from 
campus that does not 
connect with a bike or 
pedestrian path. The 
proposed path will 
provide that Class 1 
connection. 


Bear Valley Road
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FIGURE 13:  CONNECTION TO EXISTING SIDEWALK AND CROSSING TO VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE AT 
JACARANDA AVE.  Looking east, coming from the Jacaranda Ave. intersection at Bear Valley Road,  
entering the College campus.   


FIGURE 12:  WEST TERMINUS AT JACARANDA AVE. Currently there is a foot-trampled path in the dirt 
with no facilities. The proposed Class 1 path will connect to the sidewalk, crossing north to Victor Valley 
College, and continuing west to the intersection at Bear Valley Road.


Trailhead 
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Bear Valley Road


Jess Ranch Marketplace


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS
WEST TERMINUS – JACARANDA AVE.
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FIGURE 15 (left) and 16 (right): END OF THE PATH. Looking west toward the intersection of Jacaranda 
Ave. and Bear Valley Road, the proposed Bear Valley Road Class 1 Bike Path Connector will close the gap 
for bicyclists and walkers to safely cross onto Victor Valley College campus, or continue west to Bear 
Valley Road into Victorville and Hesperia on an existing sidewalk with facilities. 


FIGURE 14 (above):  WEST TERMINUS AT JACARANDA AVE. Currently there is a foot-trampled dirt path. 
The proposed Class 1 path will connect to the existing sidewalk, crossing north to Victor Valley College, 
and continuing west to the intersection at Bear Valley Road.


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR


ATTACHMENT J.  PHOTOS
WEST TERMINUS – JACARANDA AVE.
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Sandy Stone


From: Richard Berger <RBerger@applevalley.org>
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 10:37 AM
To: Jill Mohler; Sandy Stone
Subject: Fwd: Town of Apple Valley: ATP Application - Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector


 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 


From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org> 
Date: May 27, 2016 at 10:02:53 AM PDT 
To: Richard Berger <RBerger@applevalley.org>, "atp@ccc.ca.gov" <atp@ccc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: Town of Apple Valley: ATP Application - Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped 
Connector 


Hello Richard, 
 
Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to 
participate in this project. Please include this email with your application as proof that 
you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps. 
 
Thank you, 
Dominique 
 
On Thu, May 26, 2016 at 8:12 AM, Richard Berger <RBerger@applevalley.org> wrote: 


The Town of Apple Valley is submitting a Caltrans Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 application for 
Apple Valley Bear Valley Road Class 1 Bike/Ped Connector. 


  


In accordance with the program guidelines, please review and provide let us know if the CCC is able to 
participate on any aspect of this project.   Attached please find our CCC application packet containing: 


1.       Project Title 


2.       Project Description 


3.       Draft Engineer’s Estimate 


4.       Project Schedule 


5.       Project Map 


6.       Preliminary Concept Plan  
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We look forward to receiving a receipt of this email and your participation response by June 3.  If you 
have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 


  


Thank you, 


  


  


Rich Berger 


Engineering Associate 


Town of Apple Valley 


14955 Dale Evans Parkway 


Apple Valley, CA 92307 


760-240-7000 x 7530  •  760-240-7223 fax 


rberger@applevalley.org 


  


  


 
 
 
 
--  
 
Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant 
Environmental & Energy Consulting 
1121 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org 


Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR
Census Tract 97.07 - Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination


Victor Valley College 
Entrance at Jacaranda Ave.
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The project directly 
benefits CT 97.07 
and will complete 
the corridor that 
connects Apple 


Valley residents to 
Victorville.
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Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
APPLE VALLEY BEAR VALLEY ROAD BIKE/PED CONNECTOR


PROJECT LOCATION WITHIN CITY BOUNDARIES MAP


Bear Valley Road
Segment 3


Bear Valley Road Class 1 
Bike/Ped Connector


Bear Valley Road


Segment 3


The project is the final 
phase of a Class I multi-
jurisdictional corridor 
between Apple Valley, 
Victorville, and Hesperia. 
The Town of Apple Valley is 
the lead agency on the 
corridor. The final segment 
is located in Victorville.
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TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKEPATH


TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


ENGINEERING DIVISION


SIGNING AND STRIPING PLAN


ALL SIGNING AND STRIPING SHALL CONFORM TO THE 2012 CA-MUTCD.


INSTALL 4" THICK WHITE RIGHT EDGE LINE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 27B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE LANE DROP AT INTERSECTION STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 37B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE CHANNELIZING LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 38


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE INTERSECTION LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39A


INSTALL 12" THICK WHITE LIMIT LINE STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SOLID YELLOW STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SKIP YELLOW STRIPING (3' SKIP/9'SKIP)


PAINT LEGEND AS NOTED


INSTALL BICYCLE FACILITY SIGN AS NOTED


INSTALL SIGN AS NOTED


GRIND OR COLD PLANE EXISTING CONFLICTING STRIPING


AS NEEDED. SLURRY SEAL REMOVALS.


EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL







TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKEPATH


TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


ENGINEERING DIVISION


SIGNING AND STRIPING PLAN


ALL SIGNING AND STRIPING SHALL CONFORM TO THE 2012 CA-MUTCD.


INSTALL 4" THICK WHITE RIGHT EDGE LINE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 27B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE LANE DROP AT INTERSECTION STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 37B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE CHANNELIZING LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 38


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE INTERSECTION LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39A


INSTALL 12" THICK WHITE LIMIT LINE STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SOLID YELLOW STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SKIP YELLOW STRIPING (3' SKIP/9'SKIP)


PAINT LEGEND AS NOTED


INSTALL BICYCLE FACILITY SIGN AS NOTED


INSTALL SIGN AS NOTED


GRIND OR COLD PLANE EXISTING CONFLICTING STRIPING


AS NEEDED. SLURRY SEAL REMOVALS.


EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL







TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKEPATH


TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


ENGINEERING DIVISION


SIGNING AND STRIPING PLAN


ALL SIGNING AND STRIPING SHALL CONFORM TO THE 2012 CA-MUTCD.


INSTALL 4" THICK WHITE RIGHT EDGE LINE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 27B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE LANE DROP AT INTERSECTION STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 37B


INSTALL 8" THICK WHITE CHANNELIZING LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 38


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39


INSTALL 6" THICK WHITE BIKE INTERSECTION LANE STRIPING


PER CALTRANS DETAIL 39A


INSTALL 12" THICK WHITE LIMIT LINE STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SOLID YELLOW STRIPING


INSTALL 4" THICK SKIP YELLOW STRIPING (3' SKIP/9'SKIP)


PAINT LEGEND AS NOTED


INSTALL BICYCLE FACILITY SIGN AS NOTED


INSTALL SIGN AS NOTED


GRIND OR COLD PLANE EXISTING CONFLICTING STRIPING AS NEEDED.


SLURRY SEAL REMOVALS.


EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL







TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKEPATH


TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY


ENGINEERING DIVISION


TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN
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Date:


46087


Item 


No.


F, D 


or M
Quantity Units Unit Cost


Total


Item Cost
% $ % $ % $


1 1 LS $40,000.00 $40,000 100% $40,000


2 1 LS $40,400.00 $40,400 100% $40,400


3 1 LS 100%


4 100%


5 100%


6 1 LS $39,400.00 $39,400 100% $39,400


7 1 LS $25,500.00 $25,500 100% $25,500


8 1680 CY $59.00 $99,120 100% $99,120


9 1800 CY $19.20 $34,560 100% $34,560


10 1 LS $57,500.00 $57,500 100% $57,500


11 1 LS $7,400.00 $7,400 100% $7,400


12 18430 SF $3.06 $56,396 100% $56,396


13 50 Ton $55.00 $2,750 100% $2,750


14 270 SF $31.40 $8,478 100% $8,478


15 1630 SF $19.40 $31,622 100% $31,622


16 450 SF $13.50 $6,075 100% $6,075


17 1758 LF $22.00 $38,676 100% $38,676


18 380 LF $29.00 $11,020 100% $11,020


19 180 LF $20.30 $3,654 100% $3,654


20 100 SF $13.30 $1,330 100% $1,330


21 4570 SF $50.00 $228,500 100% $228,500


22 1 EA $2,960.00 $2,960 100% $2,960


23 2 EA $710.00 $1,420 100% $1,420


24 25 LF $27.40 $685 100% $685


25 1088 LF $97.00 $105,536 100% $105,536


26 2 EA $730.00 $1,460 100% $1,460


27 1 LS $860.00 $860 100% $860


28 1 EA $24,000.00 $24,000 100% $24,000


29 411 LF $195.00 $80,145 100% $80,145


30 1 EA $1,030.00 $1,030 100% $1,030


31 1 EA $1,070.00 $1,070 100% $1,070


32 1 EA $6,400.00 $6,400 100% $6,400


33 305 LF $23.50 $7,168 100% $7,168


34 305 LF $22.50 $6,863 100% $6,863


35 1 EA $320.00 $320 100% $320


36 M SQFT 100%


37 F LS 100%


38 100%


39 100%


40 100%


41 100%


42 100%


$972,297 $972,297
$48,615 <= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 


2.00% $19,446 $19,446


$991,743 $991,743


ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


25% Max


Project Description: Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector- Segment 3


Apple Valley and Victorville (Segment 3)


Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate: Richard Pedersen License #:


Project Location:


General Overhead-Related Construction Items


Stormwater Protection Plan


"PE" costs / "CON" costs


Project Delivery Costs:


Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:


Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)


Cost Breakdown


ATP Eligible 


Costs/Items


ATP Ineligible 


Costs/Items 


Corps/CCC


to construct


Mobilization/Demobilization


Traffic Control


Signage and Striping


Erosion Control


Item 


5" Thick Asphalt Concrete


General Construction Items (non-decorative only)


Grading/Excavate/Fill


Class II Aggregate Base 3" Thick


18" Wide Concrete Brow Drain


Clear/Grubb


Utility Potholding


Grading/Excavate/Export


Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs
Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).


Project Information:
Agency: 5/30/2016Application number:Town of Apple Valley


3' Concrete Valley Gutter


5' Wide Asphalt Concrete Drainage 


Subtotal of Construction Items:


Shrubs/groundcover


Irrigation/Water Connection


Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)


6" Height Concrete Curb Type A1-6 


Remove 12” ACP Water Line


6” Height Concrete Curb and Gutter 


6” Height Asphalt Curb Type D1-6 per 


6” Thick Rock Rip-Rap Pad


Variable Height Retaining Wall 


24” Drain Basin


Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):


Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:


Type of Project Cost Cost $


Preliminary Engineering (PE)


Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED): -$                                                 


Right of Way (RW)


Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E): -$                                                 


Total PE: -$                                                 


Dispose 12” ACP Water Line


Remove and Salvage Existing Air Vac 


Cut Curb Opening


Trench Sheeting, Shoring and Bracing


6.5’ x 5’ x 0.87’ Precast Vault Lid with 


Install 12” DIP Water Main & Fittings


Cut and Cap DIP Water Line and 


4” Atrium Grate by NDS #75 or 


3” PVC Drain Pipe and Fittings


Metal Pipe Railing Type A per SPPWC 


Install 12” x 12” Hot Tap with Tapping 


Cut and Join Existing ACP per Plan 
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Date:


46087


Project Description: Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Connector- Segment 3


Apple Valley and Victorville (Segment 3)


Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate: Richard Pedersen License #:


Project Location:


Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:


Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs
Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).


Project Information:
Agency: 5/30/2016Application number:Town of Apple Valley


$7,500 1% 15% Max 


$7,500


ATP Eligible Costs Non-participating Costs


$999,243


The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  


Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.


Item Number(s): Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)


Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:


"CE" costs / "CON" costs


Total RW: -$                                                 


Right of Way Engineering: -$                                                 


Acquisitions and Utilities: -$                                                 


Total Project Cost: $999,243


Total Project Delivery: $7,500


Construction Engineering (CE): 7,500$                                         


Construction Engineering (CE)
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Not Applicable 








 


 


San Bernardino Associated Governments 


 


1170 W. 3rd Street, 2nd Fl, San Bernardino, CA  92410 
Phone: (909) 884-8276 Fax: (909) 885-4407 
Web:  www.sanbag.ca.gov 


San Bernardino County Transportation Commission  San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 


San Bernardino County Congestion Management Agency  Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies 


 


Cities of: Adelanto, Barstow, Big Bear Lake, Chino, Chino Hills, Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Hesperia, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair 
Needles, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Twentynine Palms, Upland, Victorville, Yucaipa 


Towns of: Apple Valley, Yucca Valley County of San Bernardino 


 


 
May 31, 2016 
 
Mr. Malcolm Dougherty 
CALTRANS 
Division of Local Assistance 
1120 N Street, MS 1  
Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE:   Active Transportation Program (ATP) – Apple Valley, Bear Valley Road Class 1 Bike Path Project 
  
Dear Mr. Dougherty: 
 
San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) is pleased to see the Apple Valley, Bear Valley Road 
Class 1 Bike Path Project as an ATP application.  SANBAG is the council of governments and 
transportation planning agency for San Bernardino County.  The Bear Valley Road Class 1 Bike Path 
Project is multi-jurisdictional active transportation project.  It is included in the San Bernardino County 
Non-Motorized Transportation Plan updated May 6, 2015.  The proposed project will connect Apple 
Valley residents to Victor Valley College in the City of Victorville across the Mojave River.   
 
The proposed Bear Valley Road project in Apple Valley is a 0.25 mile sidewalk and bicycle gap closure 
segment consisting of a concrete path, signage, and striping between Reata Road and Jess Ranch 
Parkway.  This is a highly trafficked area in desperate need of improvement.  This segment will provide 
an excellent non-motorized active transportation option to walk and ride to major retail, commercial, 
and entertainment at the intersection.  It is also instrumental to closing the gap to Victor Valley College, 
the ATP locally funded Mojave Riverwalk at the Bear Valley Road Bridge, and regional bike pathways.   
 
This Class 1 bike path will provide both bicyclists and pedestrians an improved route of travel, and 
motorists an option of a more healthy and economical way to get to and from the College and major 
retail centers.  It is an excellent fit for the goals and benefits California is seeking to achieve through the 
Active Transportation Program. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Steve Smith 
Director of Planning 



























Greg Raven 


20258 US Hwy 18 Ste 430-513 


Apple Valley, CA 92307 


May 31, 2016 


  


Malcolm Dougherty 


CALTRANS Division of Local Assistance  


1120 N Street, MS 1  


Attn: Office of Active Transportation and Special Programs  


Sacramento, CA 95814  


  


RE: Active Transportation Program (ATP) 


Apple Valley, Bear Valley Road Bike/Ped Pathway Connector 


 


Dear Mr. Dougherty: 


 


I am writing in support of the proposal to build a bike lane on Bear Valley Road between Apple 


Valley Road and the upper campus of Victor Valley College. I ask that you also support the 


proposed Active Transportation Program application.  


Bear Valley Road is a major thoroughfare in this region, as there are few other ways to cross the 


Mojave River. Because of this, thousands of cars daily travel Bear Valley Road. However, there 


is currently no bike, parking, or emergency lane in this treacherous section of road, which makes 


cycling Bear Valley Road between Apple Valley Road (on the east side of the Mojave River) and 


Victor Valley College (on the west side of the Mojave River) an extremely dangerous 


proposition. Adding a bike lane to Bear Valley Road would be a huge step forward toward 


making the high desert more bike friendly. 


My goal in this matter is to improve the safety of cycling in our communities, and to promote 


cycling as a healthy and environmentally friendly lifestyle for both recreation and transportation.  


 


In addition to this project, our goals are to: 


 


1. Connect all parks and schools with bike lanes or paths; 


2. Connect all existing and future bike lanes and paths to each other; 


3. Encourage cities in the high desert to cooperate with each other to ensure bike lanes don’t 


end at city limits; 


4. Encourage local schools, parks, and businesses to offer bike racks; 


5. Become recognized as a Bike-Friendly Community by the League of American 


Bicyclists; 


6. Incorporate our bike lanes and paths into the U.S. Bicycle Route System; and 


7. Add bike lanes to other roadways in combination with other roadwork. 


Please feel free to contact me should the need arise. 


 







Sincerely,  


 


Greg Raven 


hdcycling.org 


greg@hdcycling.org 


Working toward more and better cycling in California’s high desert. 



mailto:greg@hdcycling.org















		LOS_SANBAG_Apple Valley Letter of Support
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Not Applicable 





















































S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2014 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)


2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates


Thematic Map of Median income (dollars); Estimate; Households
Geography by: Census Tract


Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.


Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.


Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.


Legend:
Data Classes


Persons
42,540 - 42,540


51,219 - 51,219


58,649 - 58,649


72,232 - 72,232


Boundaries
Census Tract


Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.


While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic
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entities.


Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates


Explanation of Symbols:


    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.







S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2014 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)


2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates


Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.


Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.


Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.


Subject Census Tract 97.07, San Bernardino County, California Census Tract
97.11, San
Bernardino


County,
California


Total Median income (dollars) Total


Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Households 3,084 +/-193 42,540 +/-3,163 3,080
  One race--


    White 86.5% +/-4.3 41,943 +/-3,314 80.4%
    Black or African American 4.7% +/-2.6 40,769 +/-20,650 7.1%
    American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-1.1 - ** 0.0%
    Asian 7.2% +/-3.3 52,425 +/-41,121 5.5%
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.0% +/-1.1 - ** 0.0%
    Some other race 0.5% +/-0.9 - ** 5.6%
  Two or more races 1.0% +/-1.1 - ** 1.3%


Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 9.1% +/-3.4 43,098 +/-19,981 17.9%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 77.9% +/-4.4 41,885 +/-3,349 67.4%


HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER


  15 to 24 years 0.0% +/-1.1 - ** 0.0%
  25 to 44 years 14.8% +/-2.8 73,720 +/-1,959 28.1%
  45 to 64 years 28.4% +/-5.4 53,101 +/-5,292 41.4%
  65 years and over 56.9% +/-5.2 33,500 +/-6,318 30.5%


FAMILIES


  Families 1,723 +/-238 57,117 +/-6,935 2,426
    With own children under 18 years 20.5% +/-6.5 73,785 +/-6,756 42.4%
    With no own children under 18 years 79.5% +/-6.5 54,333 +/-5,087 57.6%
    Married-couple families 77.5% +/-7.8 61,932 +/-14,545 82.9%
    Female householder, no husband present 11.6% +/-5.9 57,946 +/-26,488 10.0%
    Male householder, no wife present 10.9% +/-6.9 42,214 +/-22,908 7.1%


NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS


  Nonfamily households 1,361 +/-240 26,039 +/-4,115 654
    Female householder 67.5% +/-9.3 26,016 +/-3,975 57.5%
      Living alone 64.7% +/-9.4 25,406 +/-3,724 55.4%
      Not living alone 2.9% +/-2.6 86,518 +/-27,271 2.1%
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Subject Census Tract 97.07, San Bernardino County, California Census Tract
97.11, San
Bernardino


County,
California


Total Median income (dollars) Total


Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
    Male householder 32.5% +/-9.3 26,167 +/-16,546 42.5%
      Living alone 29.4% +/-8.8 22,813 +/-12,619 30.4%
      Not living alone 3.1% +/-2.9 36,563 +/-167,394 12.1%


PERCENT IMPUTED


  Household income in the past 12 months 34.0% (X) (X) (X) 25.6%
  Family income in the past 12 months 40.4% (X) (X) (X) 25.2%
  Nonfamily income in the past 12 months 25.9% (X) (X) (X) 21.4%
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Subject Census Tract 97.11, San Bernardino County,
California


Census Tract 100.04, San
Bernardino County, California


Total Median income (dollars) Total


Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households +/-209 72,232 +/-17,617 2,703 +/-201
  One race--


    White +/-6.3 64,799 +/-19,002 91.0% +/-4.2
    Black or African American +/-3.8 26,471 +/-25,994 5.5% +/-3.0
    American Indian and Alaska Native +/-1.1 - ** 0.0% +/-1.3
    Asian +/-3.1 237,763 +/-240,622 3.5% +/-2.7
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander +/-1.1 - ** 0.0% +/-1.3
    Some other race +/-3.5 103,558 +/-18,628 0.0% +/-1.3
  Two or more races +/-1.2 49,196 +/-273,970 0.0% +/-1.3


Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-5.4 95,667 +/-26,915 12.5% +/-5.5
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-6.9 62,577 +/-16,342 78.6% +/-6.3


HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER


  15 to 24 years +/-1.1 - ** 3.8% +/-3.1
  25 to 44 years +/-4.3 92,117 +/-11,576 31.0% +/-7.1
  45 to 64 years +/-5.5 102,871 +/-27,670 42.0% +/-8.0
  65 years and over +/-4.9 45,000 +/-5,207 23.1% +/-6.5


FAMILIES


  Families +/-201 87,576 +/-13,755 2,069 +/-217
    With own children under 18 years +/-6.3 90,483 +/-17,315 39.9% +/-9.6
    With no own children under 18 years +/-6.3 83,977 +/-24,316 60.1% +/-9.6
    Married-couple families +/-6.4 94,671 +/-8,343 74.3% +/-7.9
    Female householder, no husband present +/-4.3 35,167 +/-17,604 16.5% +/-6.1
    Male householder, no wife present +/-5.3 70,459 +/-50,100 9.1% +/-5.1


NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS


  Nonfamily households +/-165 27,153 +/-7,565 634 +/-165
    Female householder +/-14.7 26,786 +/-9,735 72.4% +/-13.5
      Living alone +/-13.6 26,369 +/-7,467 46.5% +/-17.7
      Not living alone +/-3.5 - ** 25.9% +/-14.1
    Male householder +/-14.7 27,917 +/-22,723 27.6% +/-13.5
      Living alone +/-11.9 24,677 +/-4,636 20.7% +/-11.7
      Not living alone +/-10.6 64,223 +/-81,926 6.9% +/-7.9


PERCENT IMPUTED


  Household income in the past 12 months (X) (X) (X) 38.8% (X)
  Family income in the past 12 months (X) (X) (X) 40.3% (X)
  Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) (X) (X) 29.7% (X)
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Subject Census Tract 100.04, San
Bernardino County, California


Census Tract 100.12, San Bernardino County,
California


Median income (dollars) Total Median income
(dollars)


Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Households 58,649 +/-10,035 1,379 +/-93 51,219
  One race--


    White 59,205 +/-10,731 89.3% +/-4.4 53,333
    Black or African American 48,750 +/-62,656 2.4% +/-1.6 27,639
    American Indian and Alaska Native - ** 2.0% +/-2.2 -
    Asian 50,300 +/-44,264 0.0% +/-2.5 -
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander - ** 0.0% +/-2.5 -
    Some other race - ** 3.9% +/-2.9 46,944
  Two or more races - ** 2.4% +/-1.9 47,639


Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 61,458 +/-40,871 33.4% +/-7.2 51,198
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 58,763 +/-11,607 62.1% +/-7.8 55,000


HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER


  15 to 24 years 51,836 +/-10,382 5.1% +/-3.7 44,188
  25 to 44 years 64,955 +/-27,973 28.4% +/-6.7 47,500
  45 to 64 years 77,241 +/-20,879 42.9% +/-6.8 72,500
  65 years and over 26,410 +/-17,176 23.5% +/-3.7 34,333


FAMILIES


  Families 73,575 +/-14,008 1,182 +/-95 55,556
    With own children under 18 years 90,272 +/-34,267 35.1% +/-7.8 43,063
    With no own children under 18 years 69,417 +/-22,035 64.9% +/-7.8 67,656
    Married-couple families 82,102 +/-15,730 72.8% +/-7.9 64,432
    Female householder, no husband present 27,303 +/-14,180 16.3% +/-6.6 28,958
    Male householder, no wife present 60,792 +/-18,955 10.8% +/-5.4 42,875


NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS


  Nonfamily households 19,605 +/-18,860 197 +/-69 33,487
    Female householder 21,917 +/-20,052 48.7% +/-17.5 16,364
      Living alone 22,083 +/-15,103 48.7% +/-17.5 16,364
      Not living alone 14,932 +/-112,532 0.0% +/-16.2 -
    Male householder 14,194 +/-68,249 51.3% +/-17.5 50,694
      Living alone 12,972 +/-13,189 43.7% +/-18.9 50,833
      Not living alone - ** 7.6% +/-8.0 -


PERCENT IMPUTED


  Household income in the past 12 months (X) (X) 30.2% (X) (X)
  Family income in the past 12 months (X) (X) 31.1% (X) (X)
  Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) (X) 13.7% (X) (X)
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Subject Census Tract
100.12, San
Bernardino


County,
California


Median income
(dollars)


Margin of Error
Households +/-7,454
  One race--


    White +/-11,052
    Black or African American +/-8,889
    American Indian and Alaska Native **
    Asian **
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander **
    Some other race +/-29,078
  Two or more races +/-24,580


Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-11,822
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-12,505


HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER


  15 to 24 years +/-65,487
  25 to 44 years +/-7,507
  45 to 64 years +/-15,877
  65 years and over +/-12,017


FAMILIES


  Families +/-11,506
    With own children under 18 years +/-5,542
    With no own children under 18 years +/-15,771
    Married-couple families +/-16,660
    Female householder, no husband present +/-25,082
    Male householder, no wife present +/-34,065


NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS


  Nonfamily households +/-11,537
    Female householder +/-24,174
      Living alone +/-24,174
      Not living alone **
    Male householder +/-25,698
      Living alone +/-25,529
      Not living alone **


PERCENT IMPUTED


  Household income in the past 12 months (X)
  Family income in the past 12 months (X)
  Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X)


Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.


While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.


Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.


5  of 6 05/27/2016







Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates


Explanation of Symbols:


    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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Victor Valley College Entrance 
at Jacaranda Ave.


Proposed Class 1 bike/ped path 
to connect to existing sidewalk


Victor Valley College Entrance at Fish Hatchery Rd.


Proposed Class 1 bike/ped path 
to connect to existing sidewalk


1,536 foot gap


BEAR VALLEY ROAD CLASS 1 BIKE PATH CONNECTOR
GAP CLOSURE MAP


The final phase, Segment 3, will close a sidewalk/bicycle facility gap 
between Jacaranda Ave. and Fish Hatchery Road. 








C D


FIGURE 2:  NO PATH OR SHOULDER ON BEAR 
VALLEY ROAD (facing east). The steep sandy hill 
next to the road forces people to walk or bike in the 
street or dirt.  Bicyclists and pedestrians are just 
feet or inches away from vehicular traffic traveling 
at 55 mph. 


FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL OVERVIEW: 
currently consists of a foot trampled path in the dirt with no facilities. Bear Valley Road consists of four 
lane with two lanes traveling in each direction - east and west. 


Trailhead 


Access


Bear Valley Road


Jess Ranch Marketplace


Segment 2Segment 3


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY CLASS 1 ROAD BIKE CONNECTOR


SAFETY MAP


Segment 1


West Terminus


Jacaranda Ave.


East Terminus


Fish Hatchery 


Road


Bear Valley Road


Victor Valley 
College


FIGURE 3:  NO PATH OR SHOULDER ON BEAR 
VALLEY ROAD (facing west). The proposed Class I 
bike/ped path will provide separation from vehicle 
traffic identified in Countermeasure R37 (2015 Local 
Roadway Safety Manual). A crash Reduction Factor 
of 65-89%. 


FIGURE 1:  BEAR VALLEY ROAD – PROJECT ARIEL – SEGMENT 3.  No bike facilities or sidewalk on either 
side of Bear Valley Road. Bicycles and walkers ride in the street with no protection from motor vehicle 
traffic. 







BEAR VALLEY CLASS 1 ROAD BIKE CONNECTOR
SCALED COLLISIONS MAP


Note: The accident data shown here represents our 


Project Area on Bear Valley Road.


Project Area = 70,000 ADT
Segment 1 – Reata Road to Mojave River Bridge
Segment 2 – Mojave River Bridge to Fish Hatchery Rd.
Segment 3 – Fish Hatchery Rd. to Jacaranda Ave.


Bear Valley Road 3 1


Bear Valley Bridge


CT 97.09
DAC


Victor Valley 
College


2







6/2/2016 TIMS  Transportation Injury Mapping System


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/srts/main.php 2/2


Collision List


Case ID Date Time Primary Secondary Distance Direction Bike Ped


4567894 20100113 13:29 SPRING VALLEY
PKWY FRANCESCA RD 0  No Yes


5112670 20110311 19:00 JACARANDA AV PITACHE ST 250 N No Yes


6168143 20130712 21:49 BEAR VALLEY RD PEACH AV 0  Yes No
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu//tools/query/summary.php 1/1


Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


           


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Results Map: 3449 of 3878 (88.9%) Collisions Mapped.


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


List Unmapped Collisions Cluster Heatmap Find address or place
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Callout

Bear Valley Road is a designated truck route to cross the Mojave River with an average daily traffic count (ADT) of 70,000.  Since Bear Valley Road is located in 3 cities: Apple Valley, Victorville, and Hesperia, accident data for all three cities is included below.  
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 1/2


Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 99
# of Pedestrians Killed: 27, # of Pedestrians Injured: 73


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 10 10.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 1 1%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


1 1%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 3 3%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 1 1%
Left turns or Uturns yield until reasonably safe. 1 1%
Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 2%


Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 20 20.2%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 2 2%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 7 7.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 37 37.4%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 15 15.2%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 0 0%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 36 36.4%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 39 39.4%


F  Not in Road 5 5.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 4 4%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 35 35.4%
B  Dusk  Dawn 0 0%
C  Dark  Street Lights 23 23.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 38 38.4%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 0 0%


  Not Stated 3 3%


Lighting
A  Clear 92 92.9%
B  Cloudy 1 1%
C  Raining 1 1%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 5 5.1%


Weather
F  Felony 7 7.1%
M  Misdemeanor 2 2%
N  Not Hit and Run 90 90.9%


Hit And Run


M  Male 69 69.7%
F  Female 32 32.3%
  Not Stated 11 11.1%


Victim Gender
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Logout
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 1/2


Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 277
# of Pedestrians Killed: 39, # of Pedestrians Injured: 258


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 56 20.2%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 3 1.1%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 5 1.8%
Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


5 1.8%


'Walk' pedestrian failure to yield rightofway to vehicles
already in crosswalk. 2 0.7%


Crosswalk, use of where prohibited by sign. 1 0.4%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 3 1.1%
Laned roadways (2 or more lanes in direction of travel),
straddling or changing when unsafe. 1 0.4%


Crosswalk, overtaking and passing vehicle stopped for
pedestrian within. 1 0.4%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.4%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 2 0.7%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 3 1.1%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 6.5%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 15 5.4%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima
facie limits). 13 4.7%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 106 38.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 62 22.4%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 4 1.4%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 126 45.5%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 68 24.5%


F  Not in Road 11 4%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 1 0.4%


  Not Stated 5 1.8%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 138 49.8%
B  Dusk  Dawn 11 4%
C  Dark  Street Lights 92 33.2%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 30 10.8%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 3 1.1%


  Not Stated 3 1.1%


Lighting
A  Clear 254 91.7%
B  Cloudy 14 5.1%
C  Raining 6 2.2%
D  Snowing 1 0.4%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 2 0.7%


Weather
F  Felony 34 12.3%
M  Misdemeanor 10 3.6%
N  Not Hit and Run 233 84.1%


Hit And Run


M  Male 170 61.4%
F  Female 113 40.8%
  Not Stated 26 9.4%


Victim Gender
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 2/2
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5/28/2016 TIMS  SWITRS Query & Map: Results


http://tims.berkeley.edu/tools/query/summary.php 1/2


Back  to Select  Queries | New Query | Load CaseIDs | Saved Queries | Help


SWITRS QUERY & MAP


R e s u l t   S u m m a r y


Save Query | Download Data | Print


Total # of Ped Collisions: 164
# of Pedestrians Killed: 26, # of Pedestrians Injured: 143


Victim Age


Overall Summary Map Killed/Injured Victim Summary Ped Collision Summary


Driver must yield to pedestrian right of way in a crosswalk. 24 14.6%
Unsafe turn with/without signaling. 5 3%
Starting or backing while unsafe. 4 2.4%
Circular green signal, shall proceed but shall yield to
vehicles and pedestrians lawfully within intersection. 3 1.8%


Red or Stop, vehicles stop at limit line or Xwalk. When
making right turn at a red light/stop sign driver required to
yield to any vehicle approaching so closely as to constitute
an immediate hazard.


3 1.8%


Right half of roadway, failure to drive on. 10 6.1%
Pedestrian yield, if protected crossing available. 1 0.6%
Traffic control sign, failure to obey regulatory provisions. 1 0.6%
Entering through highway, yield until reasonably safe. 1 0.6%
Driving under the influence of alcohol, drug, or combination,
causing injury or death to another. 2 1.2%


Public or private property, yield to approaching traffic so
close as to constitute an immediate hazard. 2 1.2%


Stop sign, failure to stop at limit line, crosswalk, or entrance
to intersection. 1 0.6%


Under influence of alcohol, drug, or combination, while
driving a vehicle. 5 3%


Sidewalk, failure to yield to pedestrian on. 2 1.2%
Walking on roadway, other than pedestrian's left edge. 18 11%
Jaywalking, between signal controlled intersections. 1 0.6%
Unsafe speed for prevailing conditions (use for all prima facie
limits). 10 6.1%


Pedestrian yield, upon roadway outside crosswalk. 53 32.3%


Type of Violation
A  No Pedestrian Involved 0 0%
B  Crossing in Crosswalk at
Intersection 26 15.9%


C  Crossing in Crosswalk Not
at Intersection 1 0.6%


D  Crossing Not in Crosswalk 56 34.1%
E  In Road, Including
Shoulder 65 39.6%


F  Not in Road 15 9.1%
G  Approaching/Leaving
School Bus 0 0%


  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Pedestrian Action


A  Daylight 71 43.3%
B  Dusk  Dawn 9 5.5%
C  Dark  Street Lights 32 19.5%
D  Dark  No Street
Lights 48 29.3%


E  Dark  Street Lights
Not Functioning 2 1.2%


  Not Stated 2 1.2%


Lighting
A  Clear 152 92.7%
B  Cloudy 10 6.1%
C  Raining 1 0.6%
D  Snowing 0 0%
E  Fog 0 0%
F  Other 0 0%
G  Wind 0 0%
  Not Stated 1 0.6%


Weather
F  Felony 28 17.1%
M  Misdemeanor 6 3.7%
N  Not Hit and Run 130 79.3%


Hit And Run


M  Male 121 73.8%
F  Female 48 29.3%
  Not Stated 11 6.7%


Victim Gender
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New Route Created


Active Transportation Program – Cycle 3
BEAR VALLEY CLASS 1 ROAD BIKE CONNECTOR


ROUTE MAP 
Based upon SANBAG Apple Valley and Victorville Maps


Transportation Challenges
The topography of the Victor Valley and a 
lack of adequate infrastructure present 
inherent challenges for surface 
transportation and active transportation.  
The Valley is bisected by the Mojave 
River and the BNSF railroad – two 
obstacles for efficient surface 
transportation.  The existing roadway 
network in the Victor Valley Region 
suffers from a critical lack of major 
east/west corridors which causes traffic 
bottlenecks to occur.  State Route 18 and 
Bear Valley Road (designated truck 
routes) run parallel to each other and at 
their river crossings, the two corridors 
are 5.3 miles apart in distance.  
Presently, during peak hours, it takes 
approximately 1 ½ hours to travel 
approximately 13 miles from eastern 
Apple Valley to western Victorville. The 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Bear 
Valley Road is 70,000.  
Enabling more users to walk or bicycle on 
Bear Valley Road will help mitigate some 
of the extreme traffic congestion on the 
corridor.  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORM
DLA-001 (NEW 4/2016)
v1.3
State of California Department of TransportationForm Title: ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORMForm Number: DLA-001 (Designed April 2016) Version 1.2
ADA Notice
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in alternate formats.  For alternate format information, contact the Active Transportation Program at  (916) 653-4335, TTY 711, or write to Caltrans-Local Assistance, 1120 N Street, MS-1, Sacramento, CA 95814.
Page  of 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORM
DLA-001 (NEW 4/2016)
v1.3
State of California Department of TransportationForm Title: ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORMForm Number: DLA-001 (Designed April 2016) Version 1.2
ATP FUNDED COMPONENTS
Infrastructure
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
Non-Infrastructure
Plan
PROJECT FUNDING INFORMATION (1,000s)
Total 
Project $
Total
ATP $
Total
Non-ATP $
Past 
ATP $
Leveraging $
Matching $
Non-Participating $
Future 
Local $
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
APPLICATION INDEX PAGE
Application Part 1: Applicant Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 2: General Project Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 3: Project Type         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 4: Project Details         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 6: Project Funding         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
PPR         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 7: Application Questions         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Screening Criteria         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 1         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 2         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 3         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 4         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 5         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 6         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 7         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 8         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 9         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 8: Attachments         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 1: Applicant Information
Implementing Agency:   This agency must enter into a Master Agreement with Caltrans and will be financially and contractually responsible for the delivery of the project within all pertinent Federal and State funding requirements, including being responsible and accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.  This agency is responsible for the accuracy of the technical information provided in the application and is required to sign the application.   
MASTER AGREEMENTS (MAs):
Does the Implementing Agency currently have a MA with Caltrans?
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans MA number
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans Master Agreement number
Implementing Agency's State Caltrans MA number
*         Implementing Agencies that do not currently have a MA with Caltrans, must be able to meet the requirements and enter into an MA with Caltrans prior to funds allocation.  The MA approval process can take 6 to 12 months to complete and there is no guarantee the agency will meet the requirements necessary for the State to enter into a MA with the agency.    Delays could also result in a failure to meeting the CTC Allocation timeline requirements and the loss of ATP funding.
Project Partnering Agency:   
The “Project Partnering Agency” is defined as an agency, other than Implementing Agency, that will assume the responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility.   The Implementing Agency must: 1) ensure the Partnering Agency agrees to assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility, 2) provide documentation of the agreement (e.g., letter of intent) as part of the project application, and 3) ensure a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties is submitted with the first request for allocation. For these projects, the Project Partnering Agency's information shall be provided below.
Based on the definition above, does this project have a partnering agency?
Application Part 2: General Project Information
Project Coordinates: (latitude/longitude in decimal format)
N
W
Congressional District(s):
State Senate District(s):
State Assembly District(s):
Past Projects: Within the last 10 years, has there been any previous State or Federal ATP, SRTS, SR2S, BTA or other ped/bike funding awards for a project(s) that are adjacent to or overlap the limits of project scope of this application?
Project Number
Past Project 
Funding 
Funded 
Amount $
Project 
Type
Type of overlap/connection 
with past projects 
(select only one which matches the best)
Application Part 3: Project Type
Development of a Plan in a Disadvantaged Community: (Check all Plan types that apply)  
Indicate any of the following plans that your agency currently has:  (Check all that apply) 
PROJECT SUB-TYPE  (check all Project Sub-Types that apply):
For a project to qualify for Safe Routes to School designation, the project must directly increase safety and convenience for public school students to walk and/or bike to school. Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects must be located within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public school bus stop and the students must be the intended beneficiaries of the project. Other than traffic education and enforcement activities, non-infrastructure projects do not have a location restriction. 
 
Projects with Safe Routes to School elements must fill out "School and Student Details" later in this application.
As a condition of receiving funding, projects with Safe Routes to School Elements must commit to completing additional before and after student surveys as defined in the Caltrans Active Transportation Guidelines (LAPG Chapter 22).
For each school benefited by the project: 1) Fill in the school and student information; and 2) Include the required attachment information.
Project improvements maximum distance from school 
mile
**Refer to the California Department of Education website:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp
Trails Projects constructing multi-purpose trails are generally eligible in the Active Transportation Program.  If the applicant believes all or part of their project meets the federal requirements of the Recreational Trails Program they are encouraged to seek a determination from the California Department of Parks and Recreation on the eligibility of their project to complete for this funding.   This is optional but recommended because some trails projects may compete better under this funding program.
 
For all trails projects: 
Do you feel a portion of your project is eligible for federal Recreational Trail funding?   
Applicants intending to pursue “Recreational Trails Program funding” must submit the required information to the California Department of Parks and Recreation prior to the ATP application submissions deadline.  (See the Application Instructions for details) 
 
*Recreational Trail funding can only fund work outside of the roadway Right-of-way.
Application Part 4: Project Details
INFRASTRUCTURE TYPE (Only Intended for Infrastructure Projects)
Note:         When quantifying the amount of Active Transportation improvements proposed by the project, do not double-count the improvements that benefit both Bicyclists and Pedestrians (i.e. new RRFB/Signal should only show as a Pedestrian or Bicycle Improvement).
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing bicycle infrastructure: i.e. Class 2 to Class 4)
New Bike Lanes/Routes:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Bike Share Program:
Number
Number
Bike Racks/Lockers:
Number
Number
Other Bicycle Improvements:
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing pedestrian infrastructure.)
Sidewalks:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
ADA Ramp Improvements:
Number
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Pedestrian Amenities:
Number
Number
Number
Other Ped Improvements:
Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Non-Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Other Trail Improvements:
Road Diets:
Linear Feet
Number
Speed Feedback Signs:
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Other Traffic-Calming
Improvements:
Right of Way (R/W) Impacts (Check all that apply)
The federal R/W process involving private property acquisitions and/or private utility relocations can often take 18 to 24 months.  The project schedule in the application for R/W needs to reflect the necessary time to complete the federal R/W process.
*See the application instructions for more details on the required coordination and documentation from these agencies.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule
NOTES:         1) Per CTC Guidelines, all project applications must be submitted with the expectation of receiving federal funding and therefore the schedule below must account for the extra time needed for federal project delivery requirements and approvals, including a NEPA environmental clearance and for each CTC allocation there must also be a Notice to Proceed with Federally Reimbursable work.
         2) Prior to estimating the durations of the project delivery tasks (below), applicants are highly encouraged to review the appropriate chapters of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual and work closely with District Local Assistance Staff.
         3) The proposed CTC allocation dates must be between July 1, 2019 and June 30, 2021 to be consistent with the available ATP funds for Cycle 3.
This page cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS:
PA&ED Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months         (See note #2, above)
PS&E Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
Right of Way Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
* PS&E and Right of Way phases can be allocated at the same CTC meeting.
Construction Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS: (This includes combined "I" and "NI" projects)
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months	
Proposed Dates for "Before" and "After" Counts (As required by the CTC and Caltrans guidelines):
Application Part 6: Project Funding
(1,000s)
The Project Funding table cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
Project
Phase
Total
Project
Costs
Total 
ATP
Funding
ATP
Allocation 
Year *
Total
Non-ATP
Funding **
Non-
Participating
Funding
"Prior"
ATP
Funding
Leveraging
Funding
Matching
Funding ***
(for federal $)
Future Local Identified Funding 
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
NI-CON
TOTAL
*          The CTC Allocation-Year is calculated based on the information entered into the "Project Schedule" section.
 
**  Applicants must ensure that the “Total Non-ATP Funding” values show in this table match the overall Non-ATP Funding values they enter into Page 2 of the PPR (later in this form)
         
***         For programming purposes, applicants, are asked to identify the portion of the Leveraging Funding that meets the requirements to be used as match for new Federal ATP funding.
ATP FUNDING TYPE REQUESTED:
Per the CTC Guidelines, all ATP projects must be eligible to receive federal funding. Most ATP projects will receive federal funding; however, it is the intent of the Commission to consolidate the allocation of federal funds to as few projects as practicable. Therefore, the smallest projects may be granted State Funding from the State Highway Account (SHA) for all or part of the project.  Agencies with projects under $1M, especially ones being implemented by agencies who are not familiar with the federal funding process, are encouraged to request State funding.
Do you believe your project warrants receiving state-only funding?
ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST (PPR):
Using the Project Schedule, Project Funding, and General Project information provided, this electronic form has automatically prepared the following PPR pages. Applicants must review the information in the PPR to confirm it matches their expectations.
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Funding Information:
DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED AREAS
Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
PPR Funding Information Table
ATP Funds
Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Non-Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Plan Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Previous Cycle
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Summary of Non-ATP Funding
The Non-ATP funding shown on this page must match the values in the Project Funding table.
Fund No. 2:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 3:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 4:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 5:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 6:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 7:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Application Part 7: Application Questions
Screening Criteria
The following Screening Criteria are requirements for applications to be considered for ATP funding.  Failure to demonstrate a project meets these criteria will result is the disqualification of the application. 
1.         Demonstrated fiscal needs of the applicant:
-         Is all or part of the project currently (or has it ever been) formally programmed in an RTPA, MPO and/or Caltrans funding program? 
If "Yes", explain why the project is not considered "fully funded".  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are any elements of the proposed project directly or indirectly related to the intended improvements of a past or future development or capital improvement project? 
If “Yes”, explain why the other project cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are adjacent properties undeveloped or under-developed where standard “conditions of development” could be placed on future adjacent redevelopment to construct the proposed project improvements?
If “Yes”, explain why the development cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
2.         Consistency with an adopted regional transportation plan:
-         Is the project consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan that has been developed and updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080?
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
If “No”, document why the project should still be considered as being “consistent with the Regional Plan”.  (Max of 200 Words)
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #1
QUESTION #1
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (0-10 POINTS)
A.         Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination  (0 points): Required
B.         Identification of Disadvantaged Community:  (0 points)
Select one of the following 4 options.  Must provide information for all Census Tract/Block Group/Place # that the project affects.
         ●  Median Household Income
         ●  CalEnviroScreen
         ●  Free or Reduced Priced School Meals - Applications using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.
         ● Other 
The Median Household Income (Table ID B19013) is less than 80% of the statewide median based on the most current Census Tract (ID 140) level data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) (<$49,191). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data at the Census Block Group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the Census Place (ID 160) level. Data is available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
MHI  
Median Household Income Table
Lowest median household income from above (autofill): $
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
Median household income by census tract for the community(ies) benefited by the project: $
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the median household income is greater than $49,120, this program does not qualify for this option. 
An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen 2.0) scores (score must be greater than or equal to 36.62). This list can be found at the following link under SB 535 List of Disadvantaged Communities:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
CalEnviroScreen Score
Cal Enviro Screen Table
Highest California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score for the community benefited by the project:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the CalEnviroScreen score is less than 36.62, this program does not qualify for this option. 
At least 75% of public school students in the project area are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Program. Data is available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp (auto filled from Part A).
Applicants using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.  Project must be located within two miles of the school(s) represented by this criteria. 
School Name
School Enrollment
% of Students Eligible for FRPM
Data for this table is automatically populated with the school data entered on Application Part 3.
Highest percentage of students eligible from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only) 
Percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals Programs:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals program is less than 75%, this program does not qualify for this option. 
Other
Creation of new routes?
●  If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household income. (Max of 200 Words)
●  Regional definitions of disadvantaged communities as adopted in a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by an MPO or RTPA per obligations with Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, such as “environmental justice communities” or “communities of concern,” may be used in lieu of the options identified above. Applicant must provide section of the RTP referenced. (Max of 200 Words)
C.         Direct Benefit:  (0 - 4 points)
1.         Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important community need. (Max of 50 Words)
2.         Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the project/program/plan. 
         (Max of 50 Words)         
3.         Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community residents. 
         (Max of 50 Words)
D.         Project Location:  (0 - 2 points)
E.         Severity:  (0 - 4 points)
a.         Auto calculated
Part B: Narrative Questions
Question #2
QUESTION #2
POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING AND IMPROVING  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS. (0-35 POINTS)
Please provide the following information: (This must be completed to be considered for funding for infrastructure projects)
# of Users
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Date of Counts
Mark here if N/A to project
Current
Projected
(1 year after completion)
Safe Routes to School projects and programs:  The following information related to the Safe Routes to School Projects data was already entered in part 3 of the application.
School
Total Student Enrollment
Approx. # of Students Living Along School Route Proposed	
# of Students Currently Walking/Biking to School
Projected # of Students that will 
walk/bike after project
Net projected Change in Students 
walking/biking
Total
Data in this table will be automatically populated with the school data entered in Application Part 3.
Document the methodologies used to establish the current count data. (Max of 200 Words)
A.         Describe the specific active transportation need that the proposed project/plan/program will address. (0-15 points) 
         (Max of 500 Words)
B.         Describe how the proposed project/plan/program will address the active transportation need: (0-20 points)
1.         Close a gap?
Close a gap?
Gap closure = Construction of a missing segment of an existing facility in order to make that facility continuous.
a.         Must provide a map of each gap closure identifying gap and connections.
b.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Creation of new routes?
Creation of new routes?
New route = Construction of a new facility that did not previously exist for non-motorized users that provides a course or way to get from one place to another.
a.         Must provide a map of the new route location.
b.         Describe the existing route(s) that currently connect the affected transportation related and community identified destinations and why the route(s) are not adequate. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Removal of barrier to mobility?
a.         Type of barrier:
b.         Must provide a map identifying the barrier location and improvement.
c.         Describe the existing negative effects of barrier to be removed and how the project addresses the existing barrier. 
         (Max of 100 Words)
d.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Other improvements to routes?
Other improvements to routes?
a.         Must provide a map of the new improvement location.
b.         Explain the improvement. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
a.         Describe how the plan will address links or connections, or encourage the use of existing/new routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Describe how the plan will result in implementable projects and programs in the future.   (Max of 100 Words)
c.         A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made in implementing the plan. (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing
         walking or biking in the community?
Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing walking or biking in the community?
a.         Describe how the program encourages walking or biking to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #3
QUESTION #3
POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OR THE RISK OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS.  (0-25 POINTS)
A.         Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports, community observation, surveys, audits).  (10 points max)
1.         The following reported crashes must have all occurred within the project’s influence area within the last 5 years (only crashes that the project has a chance to mitigate):
# of Crashes	
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Total
Fatalities
Injuries
Total
2.         Applicant can provide bicycle and pedestrian (only) crash rates in addition to the information required above. (Max of 200 Words)
3.         Discuss specific accident data. (Max of 200 Words)
4.         Attach a SWITRS or equivalent (i.e. UC Berkeley’s TIMS tool) listing of all bicycle and pedestrian crashes (only) shown in the map above and in this application.
*Applications that do not have the crash data above OR that prefer to provide additional crash data and/or safety data in a different format can provide this data below.  The corresponding methodology used must also be included.   Input Data and methodologies here and/or include them via a separate attachment in the field below. (Max of 200 Words)
B.         Safety Countermeasures (15 points max)
         Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential safety hazards that contribute to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or fatalities (only); Countermeasures must directly address the underlying factors that are contributing to the occurrence of pedestrian and/or bicyclist collisions.
1.         Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
a.         Current speed and/or volume: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated speed and/or volume after project completion : (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current sight distance and/or visibility issue: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated sight distance and/or visibility issue resolution: (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current conflict point description: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Improvement that addresses conflict point: (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Which Law:
b.         How will the project improve compliance: (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
a.         List traffic controls that are inadequate: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Addresses inadequate or unsafe bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks?
a.         List bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks that are inadequate:          (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
7.         Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
a.         List of behaviors: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How will the project will eliminate or reduce these behaviors? (Max of 100 Words)
Plans
Describe how the plan will identify and plan to address hazards identified in the plan area, including the potential for mitigating safety hazards as a prioritization criterion, and/or including countermeasures that address safety hazards.  (Max of 200 Words)
Non-Infrastructure
Describe how the program educates bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or drivers about safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. Describe how the program encourages this safe behavior. If available, include documentation of effectiveness of similar programs in encouraging safe behavior.  (Max of 200 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #4
QUESTION #4
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-10 POINTS)
 
Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project/program proposal or will be utilized as part of the development of a plan.  
A.         What is/was the process of defining future policies, goals, investments and designs to prepare for future needs of users of this project?  How did the applicant analyze the wide range of alternatives and impacts on the transportation system to influence beneficial outcomes? (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Who: Describe who was/will be engaged in the identification and development of this project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged) and how they were/will be engaged.   Describe and provide documentation of the type, extent, and duration of outreach and engagement conducted to relevant stakeholders. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
C.         What:  Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement process and describe how the public participation and planning process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the purpose and goals of the ATP. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
D.         Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the project/program/plan.  
                  (1 point max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #5
QUESTION #5
IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH (0-10 POINTS)
 
•         NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must respond to the below questions with health data specific to the disadvantaged communities. All applicants must cite information specific to project location and targeted users. Failure to do so will result in lost points. 
A.         Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan.  Describe how you considered health benefits when developing this project or program (for plans: how will you consider health throughout the plan). (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Describe how you expect your project/proposal/plan to promote healthy communities and provide outreach to the targeted users. (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #6
QUESTION #6
COST EFFECTIVENESS (0-5 POINTS)
A project’s cost effectiveness is considered to be the relative costs of the project in comparison to the project’s benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP.  This includes the consideration of the safety and mobility benefit in relation to both the total project cost and the funds provided. 
 
Explain why the project is considered to have the highest Benefit to Cost Ratio (B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose and goals of “increased use of active modes of transportation”.  (5 points max.)  (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #7
QUESTION #7
LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS (0-5 POINTS)
A.         The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for the project: (5 points max.)
 
                  Based on the project funding information provided earlier in the application, the following Leveraging and Matching amounts are designated for this project.  Applicants must review and verify these values meet the following criteria:
                   Leveraging Funds
                           Non-ATP funds; either already expended by the applicant or funds to be programmed for use on elements within the requested ATP project.  This non-ATP funding can only be considered "Leveraging" funding if it goes towards ATP eligible costs.
                  Matching Funds
                           The portion of the Leveraging funding that can be used as the local match if Federal ATP funding is programmed.  These must be 
                           non-federal funds not yet expended and provided by the applicant in a specific project phase.
                   If these numbers do not match this criteria and/or the applicant's expectations, the numbers inputted earlier need to be revised.
                   
 
                   Funding in $1,000s
PA&ED Phase Project Delivery Costs:
PS&E Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Right of Way Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Construction Phase Project Delivery Costs:
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS:
OVERALL TOTALS FOR PROJECT/APPLICATION:
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #8
QUESTION #8
USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A CERTIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS (0 or -5 POINTS)
- For project "Plan" types, this section is not required. -
Step 1:         The applicant must submit the following information via email concurrently to both the CCC AND certified community conservation corps at least 5 days prior to application submittal to Caltrans.  The CCC and certified community conservation corps will respond within five (5) business days from receipt of the information. 
 
                  •         Project Title
                  •         Project Description                                 
                  •         Detailed Estimate                              
                  •         Project Schedule
                  •         Project Map                                              
                  •         Preliminary Plan
Click on the following links for the California Conservation Corps and community conservation corps Representative ATP contact information: 
http://calocalcorps.org/active-transportation-program/
http://www.ccc.ca.gov/work/programs/ATP/Pages/ATP%20home.aspx
The applicant must also attach any email correspondence from the CCC and certified community conservation corps or Tribal corps (if applicable) to the application verifying communication/participation.  Failure to attach their email responses will result in a loss of 5 points.
Step 2:         The applicant has coordinated with the CCC AND with the certified community conservation corps, or the Tribal corps and determined the following: (check appropriate box)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #9
QUESTION #9
APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST ATP FUNDED PROJECTS (0 - 10 points) 
For Caltrans use only.
 
Part C: Application Attachments
Applicants must ensure all data in this part of the application is fully consistent with the other parts of the application. See the Application Instructions and Guidance document for more information and requirements related to Part C.
List of Application Attachments
The following attachment names and order must be maintained for all applications.  Depending on the Project Type (I, NI or Plans) some attachments will be intentionally left blank.  All non-blank attachments must be identified in hard-copy applications using “tabs” with appropriate letter designations
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